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ABSTRACT 
Adopting a qualitative approach, the study was designed to 
investigate the influence of self-regulation training as a 
metacognitive ability on knowledge of and efforts in revising and 
the quality of writing. 
Twelve male Form 6 students, six high ability (i.e. those 
having achieved a credit in English Language (Syllabus B) in the 
Hong Kong Certificate of Education Examination) and six low 
ability (i.e. those having achieved a pass in English Language 
(Syllabus B) in the Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination), were chosen as the subjects of this study. They 
were divided into three groups, each comprising two high ability 
students and two low ability students. 
All twelve subjects were first asked to do a writing task, 
which required them to write an expository essay of 400 words. 
Then they experienced different kinds of 'training’： Group 1, 
self—regulation training; Group 2, training on reading and 
writing; and Group 3, no training at all. A similar writing task 
was given to them when the training period was over. Data in both 
writing tasks were collected from the researcher‘s observation of 
the subjects‘ writing processes, the essays written, the verbal 
protocols made in the retrospective interviews, and the quality 
rating awarded, analysed and compared. 
vii 
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It was discovered that the self-regulation training had a 
positive effect on knowledge of revision, the awareness of doing 
revision, and the quality of writing among both high ability and 
low ability students. On the other hand, it was found that the 
training failed to affect the amount of revision, and that the 
amount of revisions was not related to the quality of writing. 
The qualitative changes in metacognitive knowledge of revision 
caused by the training were also discussed. On the whole, the 
study posed a very valuable instructional implication concerning 
the use of self-regulation training in fostering revision ability. 
vtii . 
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- CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background of the Study ‘ 
Writing is the rendering of ideas in the printed symbols of 
a given language. This actually represents a very complex 
process in which numerous cognitive and metacognitive activities 
take place. In this process, writers try to apply their 
knowledge and utilize various strategies in organising the ideas 
they want to express in a meaningful way. This is really a very 
demanding task involving sophisticated problem solving skills 
which the students of Hong Kong have difficulties in mastering. 
The written form of the English language is of prime 
importance to Hong Kong students as it is a medium for them to 
reflect what they have learned. Moreover, a good mastery of it 
is essential in their future academic pursuit and in their job 
choice. Owing to such a significance of writing in many 
different aspects, the skill of writing is fostered in the school 
and is tested in public examinations. 
In particular, for local Advanced Level students, those who 
are in Form 6 and Form 7 and are preparing themselves to get into 
the tertiary institutions, English writing lessons are designed 
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to lead them all the way to meet the requirement set in the 
syllabus: to write extended English discourse in the form of 
exposition (e.g. persuasion, explanation, argument, reporting, 
development of hypotheses, etc.) within a fixed period, of time. 
To write essays of high quality, students should show both good 
language accuracy and good organisation and coherence of the 
argument presented. Unfortunately, as mentioned in examiners' 
reports in recent years, students with average or less-than-
average ability tend to make common errors which are supposed to 
be problems of lower form students, such as errors of agreement, 
errors in the use of articles, plural markers, verb forms, verb 
patterns, choice of prepositions and spelling mistakes. It has 
also been suggested that students in general need more training 
in attending to the macro-structure of the text - paragraphing, 
organisation, and so on - and the presentation of ideas. 
An important question arises from the above comments 
immediately: Should we give our Advanced Level students proper 
training in order to make them aware of those micro-structural 
problems - those at the sentential level - and macro-structural 
problems - those at the inter-sentential level - and do their 
best to remove them? Undoubtedly, both the teachers in the 
classroom and the instructions in the Use of English writing 
examination paper in the Advanced Level Examination attempt to 
remind students of the importance of 'revision' and 'proof-
reading' .However, the problem is, from our observation in the 
2 
classroom and in the examination hall, that students do very 
limited spontaneous and deliberate revision. Such a claim is 
also supported by numerous studies on revision (Bridwell, 1980； 
Perl, 1979; Calkins, 1980; Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1981). 
Students may inevitably make language errors if they do not 
have the knowledge about particular vocabulary items and grammar 
rules. However, there are still quite many students who possess 
such knowledge but fail to do revision. Why do they not revise? 
There may be several reasons why students do not revise (Daiute & 
Kruidenier, 1985) . They may assume that the texts they write say 
what they intend to say, so revising seems unnecessary. They 
fail to take the objective perspective about something they have 
written. From their point of view, they do not have to read what 
they have written because they know what the text says' and in 
the absence of a strategy for critical reading vjith the goal of 
improving the text, they simply do not know what to do when asked 
to revise. In addition to lacking revising strategies, they may 
not know what features to examine for insights about improving 
the text -- making it more clear, concise, or interesting. Most 
students recognize the need to look for spelling mistakes, but 
they do not know how to use text features to identify syntactic, 
organisational, or rhetorical aspects of the text that may prove 
problematic for readers. Even if students identify some 
problems, they may not know how to deal with them. 
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The instructional implication of the above discussion is 
that, instead of merely reminding them to revise, we should try 
to give training of the right kind so as to make them regulate 
their own performance in doing revision. With more revision 
efforts as a result of proper training, it may well be the case 
that language problems can be reduced and the quality of the text 
can be improved. 
1•2 Purpose of the Study 
Focusing on a qualitative analysis of the revision process 
of individual students, the main purpose of the present study is 
four-fold: 
(1) to investigate the possible influence of training of self-
regulation as a metacognitive ability on students‘ knowledge 
and efforts in doing revision, 
(2) to study the interaction between English language ability 
and self-regulation training and its effect on students‘ 
performance in revising, 
(3) to see if there is any effect of self-regulation training on 
the quality of writing, and 
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1.3 Significance of the Study 
This study serves as an attempt to investigate the effect of 
training of self-regulatory mechanisms oil Advanced Level 
students‘ revision efforts. Based on a qualitative analysis on 
the difference between experienced writers, i.e. English 
teachers, and beginning writers, i.e. Advanced Level students, a 
training programme incorporating various intervention methods 
focusing on self-regulation as a metacognitive ability will be 
designed for some beginning writers to foster their performance 
in revising, in order that they can improve the quality of their 
writing. It is hoped that such a study will lead us to consider 
carefully what can be done to improve the teaching of revision 
strategies in the writing lesson. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
2 • 1 Emphasis of Writing Instruction 
In the past, the emphasis of writing instruction was on the 
products students produce rather than the process by which they 
produce them. Hence, students were given models to imitate, 
chances to write their own essays, and red-pencilled corrections 
from the teacher. One of the radical changes in the current 
development in writing instruction is to reverse the orientation 
and to focus instead on writing processes. In process-oriented 
instruction, the teacher attempts to intervene in the writing 
process itself -- to teach students what to do when they write 
(Hayes & Flower, 1986). They do this by engaging students in 
activities designed to improve specific writing skills like 
brainstorming, planning, outlining, drafting, revising and so on. 
There were several factors which converged to dramatically 
affect the study of writing instruction in the 1970,s 
(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). First, the general public and 
the educational community were increasingly concerned about 
writing skills. Next, cognitive psychology and the study of 
psycholinguistic processes were rapidly expanding. Third, there 
was a methodological turning point in writing research. While 
6 
experimental research which emphasized quantitative analyses 
dominated the writing field prior to the 1970's, more qualitative 
methods (such as case studies and naturalistic inquiry) were 
adopted from the 1970‘s onwards. 
2.2 Stage Models of Writing 
Such a shift in focus in writing instruction has led to the 
emergence of various stage models concerning writing. Until the 
1970‘s, writing was viewed predominantly as a linear model 
consisting of prewriting, writing, and postwriting (Britton, 
Burgess, Martin, McLeod, & Rosen, 1975; Rohman, 1965)• Murray 
(1978) recast the three components as prevision, vision, and 
revision. 
Adopting a cognitive perspective. Flower and Hayes (1984) 
treated the various skills of writing as problem-solving 
strategies and proposed a model for writing (see Figure 1). In 
their model, the three components of writing skill are labelled 
planning, translating, and reviewing. Planning refers to setting 
goals and generating and organising ideas. Translating refers to 
transforming the ideas in one's head into strings of words on a 
piece of paper. Reviewing refers to evaluating what one has 
written and possibly revising it. 
7 -
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Figure 1 The Structure of the Writing Model (Hayes, 
Flower, Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984) 
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THE RHETORICAL TEXT PROBLEM 
Topic nODUCED 
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Flower and Hayes stated explicitly that such a model had the 
potential for recursiveness. That is, writers could move back 
and forth among subprocesses, subprocesses could be embedded in 
other processes, and some processes might be embedded as parts of 
themselves (e.g. editing is a subprocess of writing, but writing 
may interrupt editing). Actually, everyone who has attempted 
writing can see that it does not proceed in a linear sequence 
from planning to translating to reviewing. Typically, a writer 
starts with a brief period of pre-planning, and then goes through 
a writing phase in which all the component skills -- planning, 
translating, and reviewing -- are used. However, based on what 
has been written, plans made before writing may be revised or 
elaborated. During writing, plans concerning cohesion and 
organisation may be formulated. Reviewing may emerge even before 
writing starts, as when a writer thinks of an idea, it is 
possible that he evaluates it and modifies it immediately. 
Reviewing typically continues tiiroughout the whole writing phase, 
up to the point when a writer stops to reread and evaluate what 
has been written (Gagne, 1985). 
Despite the fact that these processes are heavily interwoven 
when a writer is performing the task of writing, careful 
investigation of each as a distinct unit can possibly shed some 
light on our understanding of writing and bring us valuable 
instructional implications. 
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2.3 Significance of Revision 
Among the three stages in the writing process, the present 
study intends to focus on revision, as revision is commonly 
regarded as a central and important part of writing (Lowenthal, 
1980; Murray, 1978; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). Revision is 
significant for two reasons. First, revision may enhance the 
quality of final written work under certain circumstances. In 
general, for high-school age and older or for more skilled 
writers, revision appears to improve the quality of composition 
(Bamberg, 1978; Bridwell, 1980). Second, revision may powerfully 
affect writers‘ knowledge when writers use revision to rework 
thoughts and ideas. Muddling through the process of revision' 
writers organise what they know in order to find a line of 
argument, to learn anew, and to discover what was not known 
before (Sommers, 1980) . Thus, teaching students tc value 
revision and to revise with greater ease holds promise for 
promoting learning. 
2.4 Definition of Revision 
What is revision? The term has been frequently defined in 
different ways in the literature on writing (Emig, 1971; Murray, 
1978； Nold, 1979; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983; Sommers, 1980), 
or, more often than not, not defined at all (Fitzgerald, 1987). 
10 
Early views of revision were theoretically dry and uninteresting, 
as they were confined to error detection (or proof-reading) and 
sentence-level polishing (or editing). 
Perhaps among the first to point to and study the importance 
of revision, Murray (1978) defined revision as ‘what the writer 
does after a draft is completed to understand and communicate 
what has begun to appear on the page' (p. 87). He discussed two 
principal forms of revision: internal revision and external 
revision. Internal revision refers to ‘everything writers do to 
discover and develop what they have to say', whereas external 
revision refers to 'what writers do to communicate what they have 
found，. Such a specification was a forerunner to later 
explorations of the process of revision, i.e. the mental 
workings, and the product of revision, i.e. the marks made on the 
paper. 
The significance of Murray's work was three-fold 
(Fitzgerald, 1987). First, the meaning of revision began to take 
shape. Second, other than changes in text as relatively minor 
editorial changes, revision also encompassed reflections of major 
and/or minor reconceptualizations of ideas and meanings. Third, 
a process-oriented view instead of a product-oriented one was 
adopted. 
Although different researchers describe and define revision 
11 -丄丄 
in different ways, some consensus about how revision can be seen 
from Bridwell's (1980) view of revision. Beach and Eaton‘s (1984) 
problem-solving model of revision, Scardamalia and Bereiter‘s 
(1983) Compare / Diagnose / Operate (CDO) part of the composing 
process, and Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, and Stratman‘s 
(1986) working model of revision. These researchers‘ theories and 
models of revision reflect a problem-solving view on revision, 
which stresses the role of dissonance in revision, i.e. the 
recognition of incongruities between intended text and 
instantiated text (Della-Piana, 1978; Bridwell, 1980; Flower & 
Hayes, 1981; Perl, 1980; Sommers, 1980). 
According to Sommers (1980), 'the anticipation of a reader's 
judgment causes a feeling of dissonance when the writer 
recognizes incongruities between intention and execution.‘ 
Bridwell (1980) also maintained that when rereading the text, 
'tiie writer may either verify what is on the page or perceive 
some dissonance. ‘ The essence of such a view can be shown in the 
CDO (for Compare / Diagnose / Operate) model of revision devised 
by Scardamalia and Bereiter (1983) (see Figure 2) . To begin 
with, the writer builds up and stores two kinds of mental 
representations in his long term memory when composing: a 
representation of the text as written up to the time, and a 
representation of the text as intended. He compares the two 
representations and tries to identify if there is any mismatch 
between these two representations. Next, he diagnoses such a 
12 
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Figure 2 Model of the CDO (Compare / Diagnose / Operate) 
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discrepancy between the intended and the instantiated text. That 
is, when problems are identified, he determines what changes can 
be or need to be made, and alternatives for how the changes can 
be made. Finally, he operates to remove the discrepancy. That 
is, he carries out actual changes. 
Indeed, each model is in some way related to Flower and 
Hayes's (1981) problem-solving view of writing and Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stratman, and Carey‘s (1984) discussion of the revision 
process. As these researchers‘ description of the revision 
process is very comprehensive, a detailed discussion now follows. 
Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, and Carey's (1984) model 
of revision was formed based on the results of thinking aloud 
protocol studies (see Figure 3). Four distinct components are 
identified in the model: task definition, evaluation, problem 
representation (including detection and diagnosis), and strategy 
selection. 
In task definition, the writer specifies his goals, 
identifies features of text to be examined (e.g. global or 
local), and decides how the revision process should be carried 
out. Two points should be made here concerning task definition. 
First, revisers may modify their task definitions during the 
course of revision. Second, the definition of revision varies 
from person to person. 
1 L -
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Figure 3 A Process Model of Revision (Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stfatman, & Carey, 1984) 
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Evaluation is indeed an extension of the familiar process of 
reading for comprehension (see Figure 4). In reading for 
comprehension, the process by which a reader constructs an 
internal representation of the text involves the interaction of 
subprocesses on many levels. Reading for comprehension can lead 
to detection of some problems: with poorly constructed texts, any 
of the subprocesses may encounter comprehension difficulties 
which bring text problems to the reader‘s attention. When 
writers read a text to revise it, they still read to comprehend 
it, but they adopt several goals in addition, including the goal 
of fixing the text problems that they find, and the goal of 
shaping the text to the needs of the intended audience (see 
Figure 5). In other words, revisors are more actively searching 
for alternative text features and are therefore more likely to 
make useful discoveries about the text than are ordinary readers. 
Problem representations vary along a continuum (see Figure 
6). They range from spare representations which contain little 
information about the problem to richly elaborated diagnoses 
which offer both conceptual and procedural information about the 
problem. Problem representations found at the far left of this 
continuum are labelled as 'simple detects'. They represent a 
necessary precondition for revision but contain little 
information beyond the recognition that a problem exists. At the 
far right are representations which contain a good deal of highly 
specified information about the problem and, as a consequence, 
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Figure 4 Reading for Comprehension (Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984) 
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Figure 5 Reading to Evaluate and/or Fix Text Problems 
(Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984 
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Figure 6 Problem Representation Continuum (Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984) 
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give the writer a well-defined problem. Such a special class of 
high-information representations is termed diagnosis. 
Strategy selection are critical decisions writers make about 
what action to take after they have defined the task, evaluated 
the text or plan, and represented its problems. Writers vary-
widely in the problems they choose to solve, in the strategies 
they use to solve problems, and in the quality of solutions they 
create. Dependent on the initial problem representation, there 
can be two broad strategies for a writer to choose ——those which 
modify or control the revision process itself and those which 
modify the text. 
« 
Under the former strategy, there are three courses of action 
to select: (a) to ignore, that is, to determine that a problem is 
not worth bothering about, as the definition or the nature of the 
problem is unclear; (b) to delay, that is, to decide consciously 
to deal with text problems later, as this allows the writer to 
focus attention selectively on one part of the task while setting 
a goal to deal with another part later; and (c) to search, that 
is, to look for information as diagnosis is not specific enough, 
so that the representation can be moved from ill-defined to well-
defined. • 
Under the latter strategy, the writer can select one of the 
following two courses of action: (a) to rewrite, that is, to 
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extract the gist and to abandon the surface structure of the 
text, then to paraphrase or to redraft the gist extracted in the 
writer‘s own words (it is done either when no adequate strategy 
for fixing the text problem or when there are too many problems 
to make revision worthwhile) ； and (b) to revise, that is, to fix 
the text problem while preserving as much of the original text as 
possible (it requires the writer to diagnose the text‘s problems 
and to apply strategies for fixing them without completely 
rewriting the text). 
Actually, rewriting and revising are a point on a continuum 
whose position depends on the extent to which the writer attempts 
to save the original surface structure of the text. 
To study the problems represented and the strategies taken 
to solve the problem, Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, and 
Carey (1984) attempted to construct means-ends tables -- a 
general problem-solving procedure used by psychologists like 
Newell and Simon (1972) to match the symptoms of problems to 
strategies for solving them -- to describe the problems the 
writers define and the actions the writers use to correct them 
(see Figure 7 and Figure 8). Comparing the means-ends table of 
an expert and that of a novice, they could notice the difference 
in the elaboration of the local and global problems attended to. 
Based on the literature on cognition processes in writing, 
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Figure 7 A Sample Means-ends Table from a Novice Revisor 
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Figure 8 A Sample Means-ends Table from an Expert Revisor 
(Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984) 
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especially from work on writing as a problem-solving process 
(Beach & Eaton, 1984; Flower & Hayes, 1981, Hayes & Flower, 
1980b; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983), Fitzgerald (1987) has 
provided a contemporary definition of revision, which encompasses 
both process and product of revision. He defines revision as 
‘making any changes at any point in the writing process.‘ 
According to Fitzgerald (1987), revision is a cognitive problem-
solving process which involves detection of mismatches between 
intended and instantiated text, decisions about what could or 
should be changed in the text and how to make desired changes, 
and operation, that is, making the desired changes. Changes 
might or might not affect the meaning of the text, and they might 
be major or minor. Also, changes might be made in the writer's 
mind before being instantiated in written text, at the time text 
is first written, and/or after text is first written. 
Such a claim concerning when revision occurs echoes the 
recursive nature of the writing process as mentioned above. 
Further, the idea of revision as something that could be embedded 
in other subprocesses of writing, such as planning, helped build 
the notion that revision means more than making minor editorial 
changes. In fact, revision can be viewed as both surface- and 
meaning - based, and both microstructure- and macrostructure-
related (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; van Dijk. 1980). Nold (1979), 
for example, said that it 
"is not just correcting the lexicographic and syntactic 
infelicities of written prose … • It also includes 
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(1) changing the meaning of the text in response to a 
realization that the original intended meaning is 
somehow faulty or false or weak … ， （2) adding or 
subtracting meaning to clarify the originally intended 
meaning or following more closely the intended form or 
genre of the text (3) making grammatical sentences 
more readable by deleting, reordering, and restating 
••• , as well as (4) correcting errors of diction, 
transcription and syntax that nearly obscure intended 
" meaning or that are otherwise unacceptable in the 
grapholect." (pp.105-106) 
The above discussion leads us to think about an important 
question concerning revision: How can we measure revision? The 
answer to this question will be presented in the next section. 
2.5 Measurement of Revision 
Coding systems and related procedures for measuring revision 
gradually developed during the 1970‘s and the 1980's. Some 
earlier analysts of revisions of famous writers used global 
classifications for revisions, such as ‘ tidying up changes‘ and 
'structural alternations' (Hildick, 1965). Two landmark pieces 
that initiated the growth of coding schemes emerged in the 
1970’s. The first was Stallard's (1974) work. Based on 12th 
graders' essays, Stallard classified marks of revision into six 
types: spelling, syntax, multiple-word, paragraph, punctuation, 
and single-word changes. The second was a National Assessment of 
Education Progress (NAEP) (1977) report. In the NAEP study of 
revision, 9-， 13-， and 17-year-olds' essays were analyzed. 
25 
Ganges were coded into nine categories ranging from cosmetic to 
informational and organizational. 
Several problems were found in the early coding systems 
(Fitzgerald, 1987). First, it seems that these systems lacked 
well-developed theoretical bases. Next, the categories within 
each system were not mutually exclusive. Third, there was not a 
clear differentiation between surface and meaning changes. 
Finally, some kinds of revision operations, like adding and 
deleting, were not accounted for. 
Bridwell‘s (1980) coding scheme was able to address some of 
the above-mentioned problems. Bridwell asked 12th graders to 
write and revise one explanatory essay over a 3-day period. 
There were three stages of revisions to be analyzed: in-process 
revision while writing the first draft, between-draft revisions 
(i.e. changes made in the second draft written that were not 
noticed in the first draft), and in-process revisions while 
writing the second draft. In this way, we can see the emergence 
of a procedure for analyzing revisions at several points in the 
writing process. In addition, Bridwell's (1980) coding scheme 
was an advancement in that revision operations and linguistic 
levels were distinguished, and revision categories were mutually 
exclusive (see Figure 9). Sommers (1980) used a similar 
procedure and coding scheme when analyzing the revision 
strategies of student writers and experienced adult writers. 
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Figure 9 The Revision Classification Scheme (Bridwell, 
1986) 




1.4 Verb Form -
1.5 Abbreviations vs. full form 
1.6 Symbols vs. full form 
1.7 Contractions vs. full form 
1.8 Singular vs. plural 
1.9 Morphological conditioning 
1.10 Interlinear and marginal notations related to any of the 
above 
2. Lexical Level 
2.1 Addition 
2.2 Deletion 
2.3 Substitution (synonyms, pronouns) 
2.4 Order shift of single word 
2.5 Interlinear and marginal notations related to single 
words 
3. Phrase Level 
3.1 Addition 
3.2 Deletion 
3.3 Substitution / alternation 
3.4 Order shift of complete phrase 
3.5 Expansion of word to phrase 
3.6 Reduction of phrase to word 
3.7 Interlinear and marginal notations related to phrases 
4. Clause Level 
4.1 Addition 
4.2 Deletion 
4.3 Substitution / alternation 
4.4 Order shift of complete clause 
4.5 Expansion of word to phrase to clause 
4 6 Reduction of clause to word or phrase 
4 . 7 Interlinear and marginal notations related to clauses 
27 
Figure 9 (continued) 
5. Sentence Level 
(as punctuated by student) 
5.1 Addition 
5.2 Deletion 
5.3 Substitution / alternation 
5.4 Order shift of complete sentence 
5.5 Expansion of word, phrase, or clause (includes de-
coordination) 
5.6 Reduction of sentence to word, phrase or clause 
(includes coordination) 
5.7 Transformation 
5.8 Interlinear and marginal notations related to sentences 
6. Multi-sentence Level 
(two or more consecutive sentences, categories 6.1-6.5 
tallied once for each sentence involved) 
6.1 Addition 
6.2 Deletion 
6.3 Substitution / alternation 
6.4 Order shift of two or more sentences 
6.5 Reduction of two of more sentences to single sentence 
(excepting those changes accounted for by category 5.6, 
clause, phrase, or word) 
6.6 Indention 
6.7 De-indention 
6.8 Interlinear and marginal notations related to multiple 
sentences 
7. Text Level 
7.1 Change in function category of essay 
7.2 Change in audience category of essay 
7.3 Change in overall content of the paper 
7.4 Total re-write of essay with few or no one-to-one 
correspondences between sentences 
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Using Bridwell‘s (1980) procedures for data collection, but 
building on research in discourse analysis (Clark, 1977; Halliday 
& Hasan, 1976; van Dijk, 1980), Faigley and Witte (1981, 1984) 
devised the first taxonomy of revisions that would explain 
revisions in terms of the semantic structure of text, rather than 
just syntactic aspects. The taxonomy further distinguished the 
characteristics of changes such as surface and meaning and 
microstructure and macrostructure features. Also, it included 
six types of operations (such as adding or deleting) and six 
linguistic levels (such as graphic or lexical changes) (see 
Figure 10). 
Such a recently developed coding system has captured many of 
the advantages of preceding ones and transcended them, so that it 
can free itself from the problems associated with the early 
coding schemes. However, it seems to have one important 
drawback, that is, it can be used to analyze only in-process and 
between-draft changes once pen has met paper, but it probably 
cannot be used to code changes made before pen meets paper 
(Witte, 1985) . , Indeed, there have been very few studies so far 
done to explore revisions made in the mind before pen meets paper 
(Fitzgerald, 1987). 
Over the last decade, there was an emergence of methods, of 
revealing individual knowledge of revision, as well as actual 
revisions made on paper. The development of methodology in the 
- 2 9 
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Figure 10 A Classification of Revision Changes (Faigley & 
. Witte, 1980) 
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1970‘s and the 1980‘s reflected a reconceptualization of revision 
as potentially major and significant in nature, nor just 
editorial, as both process and product, and as a subprocess that 
could occur at any point in the writing process. There have been 
mainly four types of methods in revealing revision, namely, 
process-tracing methods (including think-aloud techniques, 
questionnaires, interviews, and taped self- evaluations), a 
participant-observer method, a simulation by intervention method, 
and an error detection method. 
Using process-tracing methods, researchers can gain insight 
into writers‘ thinking by observing them and recording their 
behaviour and by asking them in either a general or a directed 
way about their performance and /or about decisions or thoughts. 
There are four main types of process-tracing techniques. The 
first is concerned with asking individuals to think aloud while 
writing (Hayes & Flower, 1980a; Perl, 1979). 'Think-aloud 
protocols' are analyzed descriptively and/or quantitatively using 
indexes such as counts of interjections and content ideas. 
However, the collection of 'think-aloud protocol ‘ data has 
received quite a number of criticisms (see Cooper & Holzman, 
1985) concerning its validity as an empirical research method in 
studying the writing process. The second is questionnaire in 
terms of guided self-assessing form (Beach, 1979; Beach & Eaton, 
1984), which is set to determine facets of writers' goals and 
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strategies that precipitate revision. The questionnaire is used 
as an intervention technique or an outcome measure to reveal 
writers‘ thoughts. Next come interviews. There are two types of 
interviews: retrospective and prospective. While retrospective 
interviews are applied immediately after observing subjects 
writing (Stallard, 1974; Sommers, 1980), prospective interviews 
are used after a first session of writing and before a second 
session providing the opportunity to revise (Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987). The last process-tracing technique involves 
asking individuals to tape evaluations of their work after each 
draft. In such a ‘taped self-evaluation，，writers write, tape 
their evaluation of the draft, and try to write as many drafts as 
necessary, taping their evaluations after each draft (Beach, 
1976) . These responses are analyzed descriptively to determine 
characteristics such as conceptions of the revision process. 
The second main type of methods in revealing revision is a 
participant-observer method, Such a method was developed mainly 
by Graves (1981, 1983). Typically. in participant-observer 
studies, researchers work in a classroom, observing and recording 
through notes and tapes, and videotape events. Sometimes, they 
also help the teacher and/or the students. Data collected are 
analyzed descriptively. 
The third main type of method in studying revision is 
simulation-by-intervention methods. Through structuring tasks to 
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simulate common writing situations or processes, researchers 
investigate composing strategies or abilities (Bereiter Sc 
Scardamalia, 1983; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983; Scardamalia, 
Bereiter, Gartshore, & Cattani, 1980)• Such methods can reveal 
new perspectives on how writers think about revising, though they 
are sometimes cumbersome and painstaking on the part of the 
subjects. 
The last main type of method in studying revision is an 
error-detection method. Such a paradigm is used to join insight 
into writers‘ identification of spots or ideas for revision and 
their choices of how to make revisions (Hull, 1984; Lehrer & 
Comeaux, 1987) . In error-detection research, typically, subjects 
are told to make changes or corrections on surface- level errors 
or global-level errors; they are then asked to explain aloud why 
they make these changes. Quantitative and descriptive data are 
used to investigate subjects' abilities to notice problem spots, 
as well as their reasoning about making changes. 
As of the present moment, the amount of research on revision 
is still relatively meagre (Fitzgerald, 1987) and empirical 
evidence is sparse regarding the revision process generally 
(Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). Yet, there seems to be a growing 
body of knowledge accumulated from the above-mentioned 
methodologies, which informs us about the process of revision and 
about writers‘ revision efforts. 
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2.6 Empirical Findings in Revision 
From the empirical studies on revision, we can gain some 
insights about how much revision occurs, when it occurs, what 
kinds of revisions are made among writers with different 
expertise and of different ages. The following are some 
empirical findings summarized from the literature on revision in 
the above-mentioned aspects. 
To begin with, it has been maintained that writers differ 
greatly in the amount of revision they do (Hayes, Flower, 
Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984). Averages of revisions per 
100 words for older students, adults and 6th graders vary from 14 
to 34 (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987). In particular, 12th graders show a much lower 
figure of 4.26 revisions per paper (Stallard, 1974), and college 
freshmen demonstrate 3.03 changes per 100 words (Pianko, 1979). 
Fitzgerald (1987) explained that some variability in results 
across studies might be due to different ways of counting 
revisions. It has also been proved that there is a variation in 
the amount of revision within both expert and novice (or younger) 
groups of writers (Bridwell, 1980; Emig, 1971; Faigley & Witte, 
1981; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). At high school, more 
competent writers make more revisions, up to twice as many as 
less competent ones or slightly younger ones (Stallard, 1974). 
Counts of revisions for younger writers are, however, scarce. 
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Research with both elementary and university students has 
revealed that certain kinds of revision occur before pen meets 
paper (de Beaugrande, 1983: Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; 
Scardamalia, Bereiter, & Goelman, 1982) and spontaneous changes 
have been documented between changes students say could or should 
be made on a following draft and changes actually made 
(Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). Besides, there is a lot of 
empirical evidence showing the occurrence of revision while 
writing (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987; Stallard, 1974) and between written drafts 
(Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald & Markham, 
1987). Limited evidence supports the belief that for older 
individuals, more competent writers do more revising while 
composing a first draft than do less competent writers (Bridwell, 
1980; Faigley & Witte, 1981), and that 12th graders make more 
changes while writing than between-draft changes (Bridwell, 
1980). However, older expert and inexpert individuals ana 6th 
graders were found to make more between-draft changes than in-
process ones (Faigley & Witte, 1981; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
Fitzgerald (1987) suggested that reasons for such discrepancies 
among results could again be attributed to different methods of 
counting. 
Concerning the kinds of revisions made, a lot of empirical 
evidence supported the view that writers at various ages and 
various levels of competence mainly make surface and mechanical 
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revisions (i.e. proof-reading) (Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & Witte, 
1981; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987; Monohan, 1982; Scardamalia & 
Bereiter, 1986; Sommers, 1980). Although surface revisions 
predominate, it has been found that older and/or more competent 
writers tend to make increasingly more meaningful and style-
oriented revisions and make more sentence- and theme-level 
changes than do younger and/or less competent writers (Faigley & 
Witte, 1981; Lehrer & Comeaux, 1987; Sommers, 1980; Stallard, 
1974). 
In fact, Faigley & Witte (1981) stated that meaning-related 
revision increased with age, and probably, level of competence. 
In particular, Faigley & Witte (1981) maintained that experts 
were more likely to change meaning through revision than were 
novices. For inexperienced college writers, 12% of their 
revisions were related to meaning change; for experienced college 
writers, the figure increased to 25%; for expert adult writers, 
the figure was 34%. 
Hayes, Flower, Schriver, Stratman, and Carey (1984) also 
maintained that experts attended systematically to different 
aspects of the text than did novices. On the other hand, 
Stallard (1974) found that for 12th graders, 2.5% of revisions 
focused above the word and sentence level. Bridwell (1980) also 
reported that 5.9% of revisions were made above the sentence 
level for 12th graders. 
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In general, experts define the task of revision as being 
more global and more focused on meaning and audience than do 
novices. 
In addition, some empirical evidence suggests that writers 
have difficulty detecting faults in their own text (Hayes, 
Flower, Schriver, Stratman, & Carey, 1984) . For example' 
Bartlett (1982) found that 5th graders found 56% of missing 
subjects or predicates in their own texts and only 10% of faulty 
referring expressions when revising, but they were about to find 
approximately 50% of each type of problems in the text of other 
writers. Limited evidence also suggests that writers make fewer 
different changes when they revise their own texts than when they 
revise others' texts. For instance, Bartlett (1982) found that 
4th graders through 7th graders detected syntactic problems and 
referential ambiguities more often in others‘ texts. 
The following three findings are also noteworthy in the 
study of revision. First, there seems to be no effect of genre 
or topic on revision (Fitzgerald, 1987). Second, there is some 
evidence that there is a positive relationship between reading 
ability and selected aspects of the revision process. For 
instance. Beach and Eaton (1984) found that students with better 
reading ability were able to specify more clearly their goals and 
intentions for the composition. Finally, it has been proved that 




found that the same group of 6th and 7th graders could detect 62% 
of one type of problems and correct 95% of those problems 
detected. In contrast, they could detect 52% of another type of 
problems but only corrected 58% of those problems detected. It 
seems empirically that both the ability to detect problems and 
the ability to fix them once they are detected act independently 
to limit the students‘ ability to revise. 
Does revision necessarily improve the quality of writing? 
Bracewell, Scardamalia, & Bereiter (1978) found that revisions 
hurt more than help for 8th graders, and that helpful revisions 
narrowly outnumbered harmful ones for 12th graders. Perl (1978) 
found that revisions of unskilled college writers resulted in 
worse drafts. Generally speaking, many researchers agreed that, 
for high school age and older or more skilled writers, revision 
appeared to improve the quality of compositions (Bamberg, 1978; 
Bracewell, Scardamalia. & Berieter, 1978; Bridwell, 1980). On 
the contrary/ for younger or less competent college writers, 
revision may not have a positive effect on quality (Fitzgerald, 
1987). 
Indeed, some intervention studies propose that the link 
between revision and quality may be enhanced by instructional 
support or feedback from peers or teachers. Cohen & Scardamalia 
(1983) and Fitzgerald & Markham (1987) both found that 6th 
graders‘ second drafts were judged higher in quality than first 
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drafts after they received some instruction designed to enhance 
—-
revision efforts. However, Scardamalia & Bereiter (1983) 
reported no improvement in overall quality in their intervention 
study. 
Besides quantitative studies on revision, there have also 
been pieces of research which have explored the current problem-
solving view of the revision process and related problems. 
Besides looking at the products of writing, they also aim to 
study the process in which revision occurs. 
Studies on the cognitive manifestation of the current 
problem-solving view of revision has stressed reasons for 
breakdowns in carrying out revision. Although research so far 
supports the problem-solving view of revision, speculation about 
reasons for breakdowns in the revision process is only beginning, 
and research on cognitive aspects of the problem-solving view of 
the revision process is in its infancy. Fitzgerald (1987) has 
synthesized the related empirical studies and proposed seven 
possible reasons for such breakdowns. 
First, breakdowns may occur when the writer does not clearly 
establish intentions for text (Beach & Eaton, 1984). Indeeci, 
intentions may be for content or for form or presentation 
(Bracewell, 1980), so the writer may have difficulty establishing 
intentions because of a lack of knowledge about what to say (i.e. 
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about content-related goals) and/or because of a lack of 
knowledge about how to say it (i.e. about presentation-related 
goals such as structure, style, format, etc.). On the other 
hand, writers may actually have the requisite knowledge, but may 
have difficulty recalling and/or representing the knowledge 
(Bartlett, 1982; Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver, & Stratman, 
1986) • Unfortunately, little research has been done to sort out 
the possibilities. 
Second, simultaneously juggling presentation- and content-
related goals may affect revision. Galbraith (1980) reported 
that the revision process was blocked when the two goals were in 
conflict for dissertation writers. Similarly, Glynn, Britton, 
Muth, and Dogan (1982) found that too many presentation-related 
goals led college freshmen to make fewer content-related 
revisions from first to last drafts. 
Third, the ability to write/read one's own writing from a 
reader‘s perspective is required in the establishment of 
intentions and in the identification of discrepancies between 
intended and instantiated text in order to create texts judged 
readable by others (e.g. Bartlett, 1982; Flower, Hayes, Carey, 
Schriver, & Stratman, 1986). Researchers like Flower (1979), 
Graves (1981), and Kroll (1978) suggested egocentrism as a reason 
for an inability to establish intentions and identify 
discrepancies between intended and actual text. However, 
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research findings are limited and mixed on this point. 
Fourth, there is limited evidence suggesting that children 
inay be aware that discrepancies between intended and actual text 
exist, but that they find it difficult to determine what and/or 
where changes need to be made (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983). 
Fifth, there is limited evidence suggesting that children 
encounter difficulty in knowing how to make desired changes, but 
competence may improve from 4th grade through 8th grade 
(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983)• 
Sixth, a writer may have trouble carrying out the desired 
operations. However, it is not highly supported in the 
literature that writers experience inability to execute desired 
operations. 
Finally, writers may have acquired all or most of the 
separate knowledge and skills, but may experience difficulty 
managing the entire process. In other words, there may be a 
breakdown' in executive control over the components involved in 
the revision process (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983). Results 
from a series of simulation-by-intervention studies suggested 
that when students were able to carry out revisions at higher 
linguistic levels than is typical when possible problems with 
executive control were minimized through a supportive control, 
41 
- - . 
namely, procedural facilitation (Cohen & Scardamalia, 1983; 
Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983, 1985, 1986; Scardamalia, Bereiter, 
Gartshore, & Cattani, 1980). 
The above speculations and discussion do shed light on the 
significance of both cognition and metacognition in enhancing 
rWision abilities. While research on the cognitive aspects of 
the problem-solving view of the revision process is, however, 
sparse (Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987), studies on the metacognitive 
manifestation of the revision process are an even rarer 
phenomenon. 
2•7 Definition of Metacognition 
Before we begin our discussion on the metacognitive view of 
the revision process, let us first look at how metacognition can 
be defined. 
According to Flavell (1976), metacognition refers to ，one's 
knowledge concerning one's own cognitive processes or anything 
related to them' and ‘the active monitoring and consequent 
regulation and orchestration of these processes in relation to 
the cognitive objects or data on which they bear, usually in the 
service of some concrete goal or objective.‘ Similarly, Brown 
(1987) defines metacognition as 'understanding of knowledge, an 
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understanding that can be reflected in either effective use or 
overt description of the knowledge in question‘ and as 'one's 
knowledge and control of own cognitive system.‘ 
How is metacognition different from cognition? Vygotsky 
(1962) described two phases in the development of knowledge: 
first, its automatic unconscious acquisition, followed by gradual 
increase in active conscious control over that knowledge (cited 
in Brown, 1980). Such a differentiation is essentially the 
distinction between cognitive and metacognitive aspects of 
performance. Flavell (1976) further defined the distinction as 
follows: ‘cognitive strategies are invoked to make cognitive 
progress, metacognitive strategies to monitor it‘. 
The main historical roots of metacognition can be traced 
through three strands of inquiry: executive control within an 
information processing framework, self-regulation, and other-
regulation. 
Executive control is central in the information processing 
model of cognition (see Figure 11) . It serves as a central 
processor, interpreter, supervisor, or executive system capable 
of performing an intelligent evaluation of its own operations. 
Brown (1978) maintains: 
‘some form of self-awareness or explicit knowledge of 
its own workings is critical for any efficient problem-
solving system. The basic requirements of such an 
executive demonstrate the complexity of the issue. It 
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Figure 11 An Information-processing Model (Gagne, 1974) 
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must include the ability to (a) predict the system's 
capacity limitations； (b) be aware of its repertoire of 
heuristic routines and their appropriate domain of 
utility; (c) identify and characterize the problem at 
hand; (d) plan and schedule appropriate problem-solving 
strategies; (e) monitor and supervise the effectiveness 
of those routines it calls into service; and (f) 
dynamically evaluate these operations in the face of 
success or failure so that termination of activities 
can be strategically timed.‘ 
By adopting the notion of a central processor or executive 
system imbued with very fancy powers, developmental psychologists 
have gained a powerful analogy through which to consider the 
development of efficient learning. 
The central place of executive functions, such as planning 
and monitoring, is asserted in most current models of human and 
machine information processing. While examples of planning or 
monitoring success or failure are often given as incidental 
reports, following a description of the main source of interest 
(i.e. strategy effectiveness), very few research programmes have 
concentrated on planning or monitoring processes per se (Brown, 
1987). 
Self-regulatory functions are integral to learning and are 
central mechanisms of growth and change, and the notion of self-
regulatory mechanism has a central place in the emergent field of 
metacognition (Brown & DeLoache, 1978). There are many degrees 
of self-regulation and self-regulation is essential for any 
'knowing act'. Psychologists and educationalists are interested 
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in self-regulatory processes as a great deal of learning and 
problem-solving activities take place in the absence of external 
agents. Indeed, learners often regulate and refine their own 
actions; sometimes this is done in response to feedback 
concerning errors, but often it is done in the absence of such 
feedback. In particular, self-regulatory functions like error 
detection and correction are the focus of some developmental 
psychologists (Brown & DeLoache, 1978). 
The inquiry into self-regulation has its root in Piaget ‘ s 
(1976) reflected abstraction. According to Piaget (1976), there 
are three primary types of self-regulation: autonomous, active 
and conscious. Autonomous regulation is an inherent part of 
‘knowing act'. Active regulation is trial and error, where the 
learner is engaged in constructing and testing ‘theories-in-
action ‘. Conscious regulation is mental formulation of 
hypothesis capable of being tested via imaginary confirmatory 
evidence or counter-examples. The developmental progression is 
from unconscious autonomous regulation to active regulation, in 
the absence of anything more than a ‘fleeting consciousness‘. 
The beginning of conscious reflection occurs when the child is 
capable of considering his or her actions and describe them to 
others, albeit sometimes erroneously. The mature level of 
reflected abstractions, however, is characterized by conscious 
processes, that can be carried out exclusively on the mental 
plane coming to direct learning (Brown, 1987). 
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From the above, there are many degrees of self-regulation 
and it should always be noted, that there is a distinction between 
conscious awareness and direction of thought, and self-correction 
and regulation that can proceed below the level of consciousness. 
Researchers of current studies on self-regulation as a means of 
initiating and maintaining behavioral change state that the self-
regulation process consists of three distinct components: self-
monitoring, self-evaluation, and self-reinforcement (e.g. Sewell, 
Chandler & Smith, 1983) . Self-monitoring refers to deliberate 
attention to some aspect of one's behaviour, and is often 
accompanied by recording its frequency or intensity. During 
self-evaluation, persons compare their level of attainment 
against some desired performance standard. Depending on the 
outcome of the evaluation, some form of self-reinforcement may be 
administered. Feelings of self-satisfaction and perceptions of 
competence result when attainments match standards, whereas a 
perceived negative discrepancy between attainments and desired 
performance level should motivate individuals to strive towards 
improvement. 
The last strand, of inquiry in metacogrxition is other-
regulation. Psychologists and educationalists are also 
interested in other-regulation, as learning also occurs in the 
presence of, and is fostered by, the activity of others. These 
supportive others, such as parents, teachers, peers, guide a 
novice to mastery; there seems to be a systematic regularity on 
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how this guidance works. 
A lot of research work conducted on other-regulation has 
taken place within the framework of Vygotsky's (1978) theory of 
internalization. According to Vygotsky (1978), all psychological 
processes are initially social； and the basic interpersonal 
nature of thought is transformed through experience to an 
intrapersonal process. Thus, the fundamental process of 
development is the gradual internalization and personalization of 
what was originally a social activity. Social settings, where 
the learner interacts with experts in a problem-solving 
situation, are settings where a great deal of learning occurs. 
Such learning involves the transfer of executive control from the 
expert to the learner; thus, the development of cognitive control 
is very much a social process. Such a process is the gradual 
development progression from other-regulation to self-regulation. 
The supportive expert serves a major function of initially 
adopting the monitoring and overseeing role; these crucial 
regulatory activities are thereby made overt and explicit. The 
expert functions as a mediator in the learning to learn process: 
he acts as a promoter of self-regulation by nurturing the 




2.8 Research on Metacognition and its Application 
There are two distinct areas of research in metacognition: 
knowledge about cognition, that is, an awareness of what skills, 
strategies, and resources are needed to perform a task 
effectively; and regulation of cognition, that is, the ability to 
use self-regulatory mechanisms to ensure the successful 
completion of the task, such as planning moves, monitoring 
activities during learning, evaluating the effectiveness of 
ongoing activities, checking the outcomes of efforts, and 
remediating whatever difficulties arise (Brown, 1987). 
Since the 1970's, quite a number of studies have been done 
to examine the metacognitive aspects of a wide range of cognitive 
functions such as comprehension of instructions (e.g. Markman, 
1979), selective attention (e.g. Miller & Weiss, 1982), simple 
problem-solving (e.g. Richards & Siegler, 1981; Sewell, Chandler, 
& Smith, 1985), and memory (e.g. Brown, Bransford, Ferrara' & 
Campione, 1983). 
Based on the research findings in metacognition, numerous 
instructional programmes have been devised to facilitate 
students‘ learning process and enhance their learning outcome. 
One of the most prominent and large-scale among all is the one 
adopted by the US Armed Forces in their integrated learning 
strategies curriculum (see Appendix A). Metacognitive components 
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like self-assessment / evaluation, setting performance standards 
/ criteria, planning, self-monitoring / evaluation, self-
correction, and self-determination of rewards have been 
incorporated in the curriculum. 
In the area of second language learning, 0'Mailey and Chamot 
(1990) have developed an English language instructional model 
known as the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach 
(CALLA), which aims to foster the academic language skills of 
limited English proficient (LEP) students in upper elementary and 
secondary schools (see Appendix B). Similar to the integrated 
learning strategies curriculum for the US Armed Forces mentioned 
above, the CALLA model includes metacognitive components like 
advance organization, selective attention, self-monitoring, self-
evaluation, self -management, etc. According to 0'Mai ley and 
Chamot:, metacognitive strategies, together with cognitive and 
social/affective strategies, play a very crucial role in teaching 
LEP students English language skills in general. 
Other studies on metacognition in the field of linguistics 
mainly focus on the training of reading skills, or what are 
covered by the ‘ broad term of comprehension monitoring (Baker & 
Brown, 1980), which includes the following strategies: 
establishing the goal for reading, making modifications in 
reading due to variations in purpose, identifying important 
ideas, activating prior knowledge, evaluating the text for 
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clarity, completeness, & consistency, remediating failures to 
understand, assessing one's level of comprehension (Brown, 1987). 
Recent exploration in the metacognitive manifestation in language 
acquisition includes the study of metacognition in spelling 
(Block & Peskowitz, 1990)、among young students. However, actual 
studies on the metacogni tive aspect of the writing process, and 
that of the revision process in particular, are scarce. 
2• 9 Metacognitive View of Revision 
As mentioned both explicitly and implicitly by Hayes, 
Flower, Schriver, Stratman, and Carey (1984), the various 
components in the revision process 一-� task definition, 
evaluation, problem representation, and strategy selection ——can 
be viewed in the light of metacognition. 
To begin w i t h , the kind of knowledge that makes up task 
definitions can be generally regarded as 'metacognitive‘ 
knowledge, since a ‘task definition' implies control over the use 
of other kinds of knowledge: what general processes might be used 
when revising a text, and in what possible orders these processes 
may be invoked (Bracewell, 1983; Flavell, 1976). Thus, a task 
definition process creates and stores ' metacognitive‘ or 
regulatory knowledge. 
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Next, when a reviser is doing evaluation, he may consciously 
make use of all of the information about the text that is 
available at the time and attempt to check actively whether the 
particular goals have been attained or not. Such an act is 
typically a reflection of the self-regulatory mechanism. 
Moreover, such an 
a.ct of ©va.lu.3.tion may lead to the ernergGrice of 
self-reinforcement: the writer feels a sense of satisfaction and 
competence when attainments match standards; in contrast, he may 
perceive a negative discrepancy or mismatch between instantiated 
and intended text and be motivated to strive towards improvement. 
In problem representation, there are two variables which 
affect where a representation fits on the continuum from simple 
detection to diagnosis: the nature of the problem itself (whether 
it is ill-defined or well-defined) and how fully the writer 
chooses (or is able) to represent the problem. Although 
diagnosis requires more time, attention and knowledge, it is a 
powerful problem-solving strategy, which writers would 
deliberately choose to use on significant problems. Not only do 
they choose to do more diagnoses when needs arise, they also 
create qualitatively different problem representations when they 
do. This ability to build elaborated representations that 
integrate diagnoses into networks of related problems at various 
levels of the text indeed require the writers' ability to process 
sufficient knowledge of what skills, strategies, and resources 
are needed to perform the task effectively and the ability to use 
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self-regulatory mechanism to ensure the successful completion of 
the task. 
Finally, revision requires strategic decisions about when 
and how to modify text after they have defined the task, 
evaluated the text or plan, and represented its problems. With 
the five actions to choose, namely, to ignore, to delay, to 
search, to rewrite and to revise, the writer is by no means 
passive in operating revision. Instead, he may monitor himself 
actively and consciously to select the best revision strategy at 
a particular moment to adapt to the text‘s purpose and goals. 
What is reflected in the distinct components in the revision 
process is a requisite for metacognitive knowledge or regulatory 
ability in order that the job of revision can be accomplished. 
As mentioned above, Fitzgerald (1987) has synthesized the 
empirical findings on the breakdowns in the revision process and 
summarized seven possible reasons for breakdowns. Some of these 
breakdowns can be explained in a metacognitive framework. 
First, there may be writers who cannot clearly establish 
intentions for text. Apparently, the problem is that writers may 
have difficulty establishing intentions because of a lack of 
knowledge about how to say it. However, the real problem may be 
that writers may actually have the required knowledge, but may 
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have difficulty recalling and/or representing the knowledge 
(Bartlett, 1982; F l o w e r , H a y e s , Carey, Schriver, & Stratman, 
1986). Such a p r o b l e m implies that these writers lack the 
ability to access and retrieve their own knowledge. 
The second reason for breakdowns is that writers 
simultaneously juggle presentation and content-related goals and 
thus fail to r e v i s e . It is obvious that a lack of metacognitive 
ability in setting appropriate goals of revision may lead to the 
emergence of too m a n y goals which m a y be in conflict and block 
the revision p r o c e s s . 
Another set of reasons for breakdown in revision, which is 
supported by limited e v i d e n c e , is that writers m a y be aware that 
discrepancies between intended and actual text exist, but have 
difficulty determining w h a t , w h e r e , and/or how changes need to be 
m a d e . Such a p h e n o m e n o n can be explained in terms of their lack 
of metacognitive k n o w l e d g e to represent the problems — to choose 
to do diagnosis in the problem representation continuum. 
Next, w r i t e r s m a y have trouble carrying out the desired 
operations and thus fail in doing revision. Concerning this kind, 
of problems, the root lie in the writers' inability to select 
revision strategies w i s e l y . In other words, there is a lack of 
self-monitoring a b i l i t y . 
54 . 
、： 
Finally, writers may possess all or most of the separate 
knowledge and abilities, but may have difficulty managing the 
entire p r o c e s s . Indeed, such a problem can be traced back to the 
breakdown in executive control over the components involved in 
the revision process - the metacognitive aspect of the 
information-processing model. It has been proved empirically 
that when possible problems with executive control are minimized 
through a supportive routine, students are able to perform 
revision at higher linguistics levels than is typical 
、(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). The implications of such a 
discussion are that a deficiency in metacognitive knowledge or 
regulatory ability may lead to students‘ inability to carry out 
revision, and that with proper training in enhancing the 
metacognitive or regulatory ability of revision, the writers can 
possibly perform a better job in revision. 
2.10 Intervention Studies on Revision 
As mentioned above, at least some students might profit from 
intervention or instruction in the revision process. The 
question remains to be answered is why that is so. From a 
metacognitive point of view, intervention may improve students' -
knowledge of revision and enhance their regulatory ability in 
handling the revision process. 
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A Closer look at intervention studies would be beneficial at 
this s t a g e . Intervention studies in revision are generally rare, 
especially with young students. Fitzgerald (1987) has, however, 
presented a synthesis of findings of intervention research. She 
quotes four broad types of intervention designed so far to 
enhance revision efforts : procedural support, direct instruction 
in t h e progress of instruction, teacher or peer feedback, and 
giving d i r e c t i o n s . It is inevitable that these broad categories 
overlap s o m e w h a t . For example, procedural support may include 
teacher or peer feedback and/or directions to revise. 
W h i l e research on procedural support and direct instruction 
focus m a i n l y on younger students, research on feedback and 
directions to revise mainly involves older students. Generally 
speaking, procedural facilitation, direct instruction, and 
feedback from others (peers in particular) have appeared to 
produce positive results, but giving directions to revise has 
yielded m i x e d findings. 
Procedural support is set to support writers by cueing them 
about their products or about aspects of revision • Four types 
of procedural support can be identified: procedural facilitation, 
naturalistic classroom support, student self-assessment, and 
microcomputer prompting. 
Procedural facilitation is basically a 'simulation-by-
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intervention method‘ developed by Scardamalia and Bereiter (1983, 
1985) . In particular, Scardamalia and his associates (1983, 
1985) required students to execute a problem-solving routine for 
revision by having them read a passage and stop, either sentence-
by- sentence or after large text units, to evaluate, diagnose, 
choose a tactic, and carry out the operation. These studies were 
done on elementary grade children. Results showed that 
procedural facilitation was effective in three w a y s . First, it 
helped those children make appropriate evaluations of their work 
as compared to evaluations made by professionals (Scardamalia & 
Bereiter, 1983, 1985) . Next, it successfully elicited higher 
level revisions than normal from those children (Scardamalia & 
Bereiter, 1983, 1985) . Third, it enhanced, several qualities of 
children's texts, and quality of individual revisions. 
The second type of procedural support is naturalistic 
classroom support. This kind of support is done by using 
questioning, conferencing, having dialogues, and providing lots 
of opportunity to write and revise. Such external support has 
been found substantially enhance primary ,grade children's 
revision activity (Calkins, 1980). Presumably, children enjoying 
such external support may progress from other-regulation to self-
regulation and learn to monitor their own revision process 
gradually. 
Another type of procedural support is student self-
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assessment intervention. This technique was used by Beach and 
Eaton (1984) . They developed a self-assessment form listing 
questions about goals of writing and problems in achieving these 
goals for specific parts of students' drafts. Results from 
training and practice in using the form reported that it affected 
college freshman' s judgments of problems but that it did not 
affect their ability in depicting strategies for revisions. 
The last type of procedural support is microcomputer 
prompting. Computer programmes designed to prompt students to 
carry out revisions are used widely nowadays to help children, 
technical writers, and college students to learn about aspects of 
revision (Daiute & Kruidenier, 1985; Kiefer & Smith, 1984; 
McCutcherx, Hull, & Smith, 1987). There is variability in the 
effectiveness of prompting programmes. Case studies of two 11-
and 12-year-olds suggest that computer prompting may facilitate 
revision for less skilled writers but inhibit certain types of 
revision ‘ activity for better writers (Dauite, 1985). Such a 
finding leads to the speculation that the effectiveness of word 
processing prompting programmes lies not so much in facilitation 
of physical factors involved in revision (i.e. the act of 
carrying out desired operations) as in facilitation of cognitive 
factors (i.e. the identification of problem spots). Better 
writers may be more capable of problem identification than poorer 
writers; therefore, prompting programmes might not help them 
much, or may even be an obstacle to an already smooth-running 
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revision routine. 
It was also found that prompting programmes which help word-
and sentence-level changes were more preferable than those 
helping revision of larger text features such as organization 
(Dauite, 1985) . Though at least two studies found that there was 
a transfer of learning about revision or editing from 
microcomputer programmes to pen-and-paper writing (Kiefer & 
Smith, 1984; Woodruff, Bereiter, & Scardamalia, 1981), it was 
reported that learning the revision skills from microcomputer 
prograimnes might actually have no advantage over acquiring them 
from regular classroom instruction (Kiefer & Smith, 1984). 
The next broad type of interventions is direct instruction. 
Through direct instruction, the instructor attempts to tell 
about, and show writers, what the revision process is and how to 
revise. Research on direct instruction in revision appears to be 
rare. The most eminent study was done by Fitzgerald and Markham 
(1987). In that study, the researcher used direct instruction in 
the problem-solving process of revision (i.e. the CDO process) to 
affect 6th graders' facility with revision. Results suggested 
that direct instruction could enhance children‘s ability to 
identify discrepancies between goals and intentions, knowledge of 
what could be changed in their texts, knowledge of how to make 
desired changes, and ability to make actual changes. More 
importantly, it was reported that the quality of the revised 
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compositions was higher than that of the first drafts, 
The t h i r d type of intervention is teacher or peer feedback. 
Three general conclusions drawn about feedback are as follows. 
First, feedback has been found to enhance revision in the primary 
grades t h r o u g h high school (Graves, 1979; Hillocks, 1982). 
Second, findings tend to suggest that feedback followed by 
subsequent revision positively affects quality for high school 
and older school writers suggests that peer feedback may be more 
effective than teacher feedback for improving quality, and that 
teacher feedback may be better than self-evaluation or no 
evaluation (Beach, 1979). 
F i n a l l y , results of research on directions given to high 
school and college students to revise have demonstrated that its 
effectiveness is m i x e d . Some researchers found that specific 
cues to revise might affect revision efforts (Matsuhashi & 
Gordon, 1985), but some others found no effect of directions to 
revise on revision skills. Similarly, though Hillocks (1982) 
reported that practice in revising enhanced performance on 
subsequent new writing tasks, Hansen (1978) and Newman (1982) 
reported that they did not find such effects. 
A careful examination of the various intervention studies 
described above, namely, procedural support like procedural 
facilitation and naturalistic classroom support, direct 
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instruction, and feedback from peer or teacher, on revision 
enables us to see that intervention schemes may successfully 
enhance the writers' metacognitive ability, so that their 
knowledge of the various components of the revision process can 
be improved and their power in regulating the various revision 
strategies can be fostered. In addition, such intervention 
schemes focusing on metacognition may also enhance students‘ 
quality of writing. 
Nevertheless, whether it is possible for students with 
different language abilities to benefit equally from such 
intervention schemes or not is unclear, as there are so far no 
studies in the literature reviewed in the area of relations 
between language ability and training in enhancing strategic 
knowledge of the revision process to give us any empirical 
evidence. 
Results of several studies suggest that high school students 
in America are seldom asked to revise their work (e.g. Applebee' 
1981; Hoetker & Brossell, 1979; Shaw, Pettigrew, & van Nostrand, 
1983). The same situation can also be found in Hong Kong, though 
no research has so far be done to explore to what extent teachers 
in Hong Kong foster revision. Although some teachers in Hong 
Kong do remind their students to proof-read their work in the 
last stage of the writing process before they submit them, there 
is a lack of systematic intervention schemes about teaching 
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CHAPTER 3 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
3•1 Hypotheses 
The major hypotheses of the present study are as follows: 
(1) there is a positive effect of the training of self-
regulation as a metacognitive ability on students‘ knowledge 
of revision; 
(2) there is a positive effect of the training of self-
regulation as a metacognitive ability on students‘ revision 
efforts; 
(3) students of low English language ability can benefit equally 
from the training of self-regulation as can students of high 
English language ability; 
(4) there is a positive effect of the training of self-
regulation on students‘ quality of writing; and 
(5) there is a positive effect of the amount of revision work on 
students‘ quality of w r i t i n g . 
3.2 Pilot Study 




inclusion of the pilot study served three functions. First, the 
pilot study provided some insight about how far the empirical 
findings reported in prior studies might be confirmed in our 
local situation. S e c o n d , the pilot study revealed to what extent 
the revision pattern of Form 6 students (both high ability and 
low ability), the subjects involved in the main study, was 
different from that of more competent English users, and thus 
helped the researcher decide what possible components should be 
incorporated in the self-regulation training program. Third, 
through conducting the pi lot study, possible problems which might 
have arisen in the methodology involved in the m a i n study were 
detected and prevented. 
Four subjects were involved in the pilot study. They were 
two higher form English teachers and two Form 6 students from the 
same school involved in the main study. The two English teachers 
both majored in E n g l i s h in their undergraduate studies and had 
attended the post-graduate certificate in education course in 
which they received formal training in teaching English as a 
school subject. With the wide exposure to English and the 
training in English language skills, these two subjects could be 
considered as competent English users. Hence, they were regarded 
as 'experienced writers‘ in the pilot study. Concerning the 
other two subjects, one of them was a high ability Form 6 
student (i.e. one who had achieved a credit in English Language 
(Syllabus B) in the Hong Kong Certificated of Education 
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Ezamination (the HKCEE), a public examination for all Form 5 
graduates in the territory), and the other was a low ability Form 
6 student (i.e. one who had just obtained a pass in English 
Language (Syllabus B) in the H K C E E ) . Since both of these 
subjects were supposed to have received some basic training in 
writing skills in the lower forms, they were regarded as 
‘beginning writers‘. 
The pilot study comprised two sessions. In the first 
session, each of the four subjects was asked to write a 400-word 
essay on an expository topic within 1 hour and 15 minutes (see 
Appendix C). The writing task was similar to the demands made of 
students in the writing section in the Use of English Examination 
for Form 7 graduates. The only difference lay in the requirement 
on the length of the essay to be written: while candidates, who 
are Form 7 students, need to write a 500-word essay in the Use of 
English Examination, subjects in the pilot study were asked to 
write 400 w o r d s o n l y . The required length of the essay was 
reduced in order to avoid the possible detrimental effect of the 
heavy burden of quantity of writing on the performance of the 
students in writing. 
The researcher, who sat by the side of each of the subjects 
while he was writing, observed the whole writing process and kept 
a record of where and how revision work was done on the essay. 
In the meantime, he also recorded the special features exhibited 
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by the subject w h i l e writing, for example, time management, use 
of the p l a n , work done during pauses, re-reading pattern, and so 
on. The subject was interviewed when the writing task was 
completed. The interview was set to gather information 
concerning the subject‘s experience in the writing process and 
his knowledge and strategies of revision (see Appendix D ) . In 
order to enable the subject to explain clearly what he intended 
to say, the interview was conducted in Chinese. It was also 
tape-recorded for later analysis. The essay was then analyzed by 
the researcher and all the revision marks were identified and 
classified w i t h reference to the time at which they occurred (see 
Appendix E ) . 
In the second session, which was conducted the following 
day, the subject was asked to revise his own writing in 15 
minutes. When the revision work was over, the researcher 
conducted an interview in Chinese with the subject and asked him 
to explain in detail why he had made such changes and how he 
defined his goals, evaluated his text, represented the problems 
emerging in the process of revision, and selected his strategies 
while doing revision (see Appendix F) • The interview was done in 
Chinese so that exact information about the subject's 
metacognitive knowledge in doing revision could be obtained. 
Also, the researcher discussed with the subject the revision 
marks he had made in the essay at different times in order to 
categorize them by type. The classification scheme of revision 
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changes devised by Faigley and Witte (1980) was used in the 
present study for categorizing revision marks (see Figure 10). 
Both the discussion and the interview were recorded to provide 
useful data at a later stage. The essay was further analyzed by 
the researcher and all revision marks were identified and 
categorized with reference to time and type. While the time at 
which the revision marks were made was easy to classify, the 
category to which a particular revision mark belonged was more 
difficult to identify. Hence, the revision marks were checked by 
the researcher and another trained researcher separately with 
reference to the subject‘s verbal explanations recorded in the 
discussion w i t h the researcher. Discussion was held whenever 
disagreement arose in how a revision change should be classified 
until a consensus was arrived at. 
Comparisons were then made among the four subjects over the 
numbers of revision marks made at different times, the numbers of 
revision marks categorized under different types, the validity of 
the revisions m a d e , and the quality of the essays written. With 
reference to the quality rating scales developed by Bernhardt 
(1986) (see Appendix G), the researcher designed a quality 
assessment form (see Appendix H). Two impartial raters were 
responsible for assessing the quality of the essays against 8 
dimensions so that a more thorough consideration could be given 
to the essays and an overall grade could be awarded. (A more 
detailed discussion on the quality rating scales will be 
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presented later.) Besides, with the help of the tape-recorded 
verbal protocols gathered from the two Structured interviews (see 
Appendix 工�for examples of verbal protocols recorded in the 
interviews), the researcher analyzed the subjects‘ knowledge of 
revision. 
The following were the major findings of the pilot study: 
(1) all except one of the four subjects made nearly the same 
amount of revision marks (see Table 1); 
(2) all subjects attended more to surface changes than to text-
based changes while revising (see Table 2); 
(3) experienced writers made as many Stage III revisions as 
Stage I revisions, beginning writers made fewer Stage III 
revisions than Stage I revisions (see Table 3); 
(4) at Stage I, revision marks could be further broken down into 
2 classes: immediate and delayed; while experienced writers 
made as many -immediate revisions as delayed revisions, 
beginning writers did far more immediate revisions than 
delayed revisions (see Table 4); 
(5) at Stage III, experienced, writers were able to focus more on 
text-based changes than beginning writers were (see Table 
1)； 
(6) the low ability beginning writer made the greatest number of 
bad revisions among all subjects (see Table 5); 
(7) experienced writers were given higher quality ratings on 
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most scales than beginning writers (see Table 6); 
(8) there was no obvious relationship between the overall grades 
awarded to the essays and the amount of revision marks made 
(see T a b l e 7); 
(9) experienced writers did more re-reading than beginning 
w r i t e r s did; 
(10) w h i l e experienced writers tended to focus more on text-based 
changes than on surface changes, beginning writers tended to 
focus m o r e on surface changes instead; 
(11) experienced writers were more confident that they could 
m a n a g e the ‘low-order‘ language problems than beginning 
w r i t e r s were; 
(12) experienced, writers evaluated their essays from time to time 
w h i l e w r i t i n g , but beginning writers seldom did so; 
(13) beginning writers sometimes ignored the problems detected 
and attempted no remedy; 
(14) beginning writers were comparatively unable to diagnose the 
“ language problems they had detected in the text; 
(15) the e s s a y topic was not difficult for all subjects; and 
(16) the presence of the researcher was reported by all subjects 




Table 1 Numbers of Revision Marks of Subjects in the Pilot 
Study at Different Times Analyzed in terms of 
Types 
ET E2 H L 
(729 wds) (514 wds) (537 wds) (496~wds) 
Stage Stage Stage Stage 
I 11 111 I II H i I II I I I I II III 
Type 
8 4 9 21 1 11 20 0 1 25 11 3 
lA 
Type 
6 4 9 16 9 3 24 0 12 20 9 5 
IB 
Type 
5 2 5 12 0 14 15 0 3 12 12 1 
IIA 
Type 
1 0 0 0 1 6 5 0 1 0 2 4 
IIB 
Total 53 94 81 104 
(Total 
per (7.3) (18.3) (15.8) (20.9) 
100 
w d s ) 
N.B. 1. El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 
L = Low Ability Beginning Writer 
2. Stage I : during the writing process 
Stage 11 二 after the writing process has been 
completed 
Stage III = revision session 
3. Type lA = Formal Surface Changes 
Type IB = Meaning-preserving Surface Changes 
Type IIA = Microstructure Text-based Changes 




Table 2 Percentage of Revision Marks of Subjects in the 
Pilot Study by Types 
El E2 H L 
—• — — » _ iL. c!^  ziz 二 zz^  ^z cz m T^  m ij^  ^^  ；3 = nr ^^  zz m ^^  ^ — ^ ^ = ^― — — — ^ ― — —» » » _ m . 
Type 
39.6% 35.1% 23.0% 37.5% 
lA 
Type 
35.8% 29.8% 44.4% 32.7% 
IB 
Type 
22.6% 27.7% 22.2% 24.0% 
IIA 
Type 
1.9% 7.4% 7.4% 5.7% 
IIB 
N . B . 1. El = Experienced. Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 
L = Low Ability Beginning Writer 
2. T y p e IA = Formal Surface Changes 
Type IB = Meaning-preserving Surface, Changes 
Type IIA = Microstructure Text-based Changes 
Type IIB = Macrostructure Text-based Changes 
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Table 3 Percentage of Revision Marks of Subjects in the 
Pilot Study by Stages 
El E2 H L 
Stage 
37.7% 52.1% 79.0% 54.8% 
I 
Stage 
18.9% 11.7% 0.0% 32.7% 
II 
Stage 
43.4% 36.2% 21.0% 12.5% 
III 
N.E. 1. El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 
L = Low Ability Beginning Writer 
2, Stage I = during the writing process 
Stage II = after the writing process has been 
completed 
Stage III = revision session 
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Table 4 Breakdown of Stage I Revisions by Classes 
Stage I E i E2 H L 
Revisions — 
Immediate 50.0% 46.9% • 84.4% 85.9% 
Delayed 50.0% 53.1% 15.6% 14.1% 
• N.B. El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = H i g h Ability Beginning Writer 
L 二 Low Ability Beginning Writer 
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Table 5 Percentage of Good Revisions and Bad Revisions 
Made by the Subjects in the Pilot Study 
El H L 
Good 
Revisions 100.0% 97.9% 92.6% 80.8% 
Bad 
Revisions 0.0% 2.1% 7.4% 19.2% 
N . B . El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 




Table 6 Quality Ratings of the Essays of the Subjects in 
the Pilot Study 
^ E2 H L 
Scale R1 ^ m ^ m R2 驻 ] ^ 
A 4 3 5 5 4 4 2 2 
B 3 3 5 5 3 3 2 2 
C 3 3 5 5 4 3 3 2 
D 4 4 5 5 4 4 1 1 
E 4 4 5 5 3 3 2 2 
F 5 5 5 5 4 4 3 2 
G 5 5 5 5 3 3 2 2 
H 5 5 5 5 4 4 2 2 
Overall 4 4 5 5 4 3 2 2 
N.B. 1. El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 
L = Low Ability Beginning Writer 
2. R1 = Rater 1 
R2 二 Rater 2 
3. Quality Rating Scales: 
A = Overall Organization 
B = Introduction & Conclusion 
C 二 Development of Ideas 
D = Paragraphing 
E = Cohesion 
F = Syntactic Fluency 
G = Diction 
H = Punctuation & Mechanics 
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Table 7 A Comparison between the Amount of Revision Marks 
. Made by the Subjects in the Pilot Study and the 
Overall Grade Awarded to their Essays 
Average 
Overall Total Number , 
Grade of Revisions 
Subject Awarded per 100 Words 
El 4 7.3 
E2 5 18.3 
H 3.5 15.8 
L 2 20.9 
N . B . 1. El = Experienced Writer 1 
E2 = Experienced Writer 2 
H = High Ability Beginning Writer 
L = Low Ability Beginning Writer 
2, The 'Average Overall Grade Awarded‘ was the average of 
the overall grades awarded by the two different raters. 
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T h e a b o v e results demonstrate that the amount of revision 
m a r k s , the timing of doing revision, the types of revision made, 
the q u e s t i o n of detecting, diagnosing and mending problems, the 
relationship between revision efforts and quality ratings in the 
pilot study were in general similar to the findings reported in 
other s t u d i e s . Hence, there was a positive confirmation to the 
value of the main study. 
M o r e o v e r , from the researcher ‘ s observations and the 
subjects‘ retrospective verbal protocols in the interviews, it 
was f o u n d that experienced writers showed more traces of 
m e t a c o g n i t i v e knowledge and self-regulatory ability concerning 
revision than the beginning writers. Such an expert-novice 
difference discovered in the pilot study provided very valuable 
information about what components should be included in the self-
regulation training programme adopted in the main study. 
F i n a l l y , the pilot study helped the researcher explore the 
methodological issues involved in the study (e.g. how to observe 
the subjects while writing without causing unnecessary 
psychological disturbances, how to ‘conduct the two interviews so 
as to gather data on the subjects ‘ metacognitive knowledge of 
doing revision, and so on), the data analysis procedure, and the 




As the research, which focuses on the process of revision, 
is q u a l i t a t i v e l y oriented, only twelve subjects were involved in 
the s t u d y . They were all male Form 6 students coming from the 
science stream of a local Anglo-Chinese secondary school showing 
a v e r a g e performance in English language (see Appendix J). Half 
of these subjects were high ability students, that is, who 
o b t a i n e d a credit (i.e. Grade C or Grade B) in English Language 
(Syllabus B) in the Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
E x a m i n a t i o n (the HKCEE) the previous y e a r . The other half of 
t h e s e subjects were low ability students, that is, who only 
o b t a i n e d a pass (i.e. Grade E) in English Language (Syllabus B) 
in the HKCEE the previous year. 
The difference in ability levels of the two kinds of 
s u b j e c t s involved in the study was highly distinctive, as 
s t u d e n t s who had achieved a credit were among the top 14.44% of 
t h e Form 6 students in the school, and students who had achieved 
a pass just belonged to the group of students occupying the 
bottom 37.78% of all Form 6 students in the school. 
The twelve subjects were divided into three groups, each 
comprising two high ability students and two low ability 
s t u d e n t s . Based on the group identities and ability levels, the 
following labels were given to the subjects: 
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GlHl = the first high ability subject in group 1 
G1H2 = the second high ability subject in group 1 
GlLl = the first low ability subject in group 1 
G1L2 = the second low ability subject in group 1 
G2H1 = the first high ability subject in group 2 
G2H2 = the second high ability subject in group 2 
G2L1 = the first low ability subject in group 2 
G2L2 = the second low ability subject in group 2 
G3H1 = the first high ability subject in group 3 
G3H2 = the second high ability subject in group 3 
G3L1 = the first low ability subject in group 3 
G3L2 = the second low ability subject in group 3 
Form 6 students were chosen as subjects in this study as 
they are supposed to have acquired some basic skills of writing 
in t h e lower forms and are thus likely able to benefit from the 
intensive and systematic training of self-regulation in doing 
revision devised by the researcher in this study. 
3.4 Procedure 
3.4.1 Pretest 
The major part of the research began with a pretest, with 
steps exactly the same as those used in the pilot study. That 
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is, e a c h of the twelve subjects were asked to do the same writing 
task (see Appendix C) individually and to revise their essays. 
(The writing task set for the pretest was labelled 'Writing Task 
1*.) As b e f o r e , the researcher observed each subject and noted 
his revision pattern, as well as other special features 
concerning writing which he exhibited. The researcher also 
interviewed the subjects twice (i.e. when the writing task was 
completed and when the revision work was finished) to collect 
data on their knowledge of revision. 
3.4.2 T h e Training Programme 
The self-regulation training programme consisted of twelve 
40-minute sessions conducted over four w e e k s . Only the four 
subjects in Group 1 took part in these twelve self-regulation 
training sessions. 
Based on the theories and empirical studies on revision and 
metacognition, results obtained from the pilot study, and the 
researcher‘s own four-year experience in teaching Form 6 students 
writing, the researcher designed a training programme which 
comprised a combination of various intervention methods (e.g. 
direct instruction, procedural facilitation, self-evaluation, 
peer feedback, conferencing, etc.) as described below: 
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(a) discussion of the various aspects of the revision process 
(see Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6); 
(b) discussion of the essential components of revision (Booher, 
1990; see Appendix K); 
(c) chances for students to correct faults in English usage 
(Frank, 1990; see Appendix L); 
(d) explanation of the classification of revision changes (see 
F i g u r e 10); 
(e) description of the quality rating scales devised (see 
Appendix G)； 
(f) explanation of revision guidelines to facilitate procedure 
of revision by the researcher (see Appendix M); 
(g) presentation of a model of revision activities by the 
researcher; 
(h) chances for students to revise texts with errors; 
( i ) chances for students to write essays on expository topics; 
(j) chances for students to revise their own essays with the aid 
of the revision guidelines; 
(k) chances for students to revise others ‘ texts with the aid of 
revision guidelines； 
(1) chances for students to evaluate their own essays using the 
quality rating scales; 
(m) chances for students to evaluate others' essays using the 
quality rating scales; 
(n) chances for students to discuss with peers their own essays 
and revision work; 
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(o) c h a n c e s for the instructor to talk to students concerning 
their performance in writing, particularly in doing 
r e v i s i o n ; and 
(p) q u a l i t y ratings of essays given by the instructor. 
The exact schedule of the training programme is shown in 
Figure 12. 
A s the knowledge of social affairs is quite essential in the 
\ ,’ 
( 
c u r r i c u l u m of Use of English for the Advanced Level students 
(i.e. Form 6 and Form 7 students) and is sometimes examined in� 、�
the U s e of English Examination for local Form 7 students, the 
topics of the materials used in the training programme were 
m o s t l y o r i e n t e d to issues of social importance. 
The subjects in Group 3 did not attend training sessions of 
any s o r t . The purpose of including such a group in the study was 
to set up a kind of ，control, group so as to examine the possible 
effect of exposing other subjects to more practice on English - a 
kind of ‘treatment‘ - in fostering their revision performance and 
quality of w r i t i n g . 
The subjects in Group 2 attended twelve sessions of reading 
and w r i t i n g exercise. They were given chances to read articles 
on social issues with topics similar to those presented to Group 
1 s u b j e c t s , discuss with others these issues, and write essays on 
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Figure 12 The Schedule of the Self-regulation Training 
—Programme on Revision 
DAY A C T I V I T I E S 
1 - Instructor explained the idea of writing using a 
process approach 
一 Instructor explained the process model of revision 
2&3 - Instructor discussed the essential components of 
revision: grammar, clarity, conciseness and style 
一 Learners did exercises on revision 
4 一 Instructor discussed common faults in English usage 
on the sentence level 
一 Learners did exercises on correcting faults in 
English usage 
5 一 Instructor explained the classification of revision 
changes 
一 Instructor explained the revision guidelines 
一 Instructor revised a problem text with the aid of 
the revision guidelines as a model 
一 Learners revised, other problem texts on their own 
6 一 Instructor described quality rating scales 
一 Learners practised rating sample essays using the 
quality assessment forms 
7 - Learners wrote short expository essays on topics 
related to social affairs 
- Learners did revision immediately with the aid of 
the revision guidelines 
一 Learners rated their own essays 
8 - Learners exchanged essays and revised other's 
essays with the aid of the revision guidelines 
‘ 一 Learners rated others‘ essays 
一 Learners discussed and gave feedback 
- Instructor rated learners‘ essays 
9&10 - Learners and Instructor repeated the activities 
carried out on Days 7 & 8 
llStl2 - Learners and Instructor repeated the activities 
carried out on Days 7 & 8 
- Instructor discussed with learners individually 
their personal problems in revising 
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topics related to these social issues. However, the idea of 
revision, as well as the mechanism of writing in general, was not 
emphasized in any of those sessions. The inclusion of such a 
group in the study aimed to differentiate between the 
effectiveness of the specially designed training programme and 
that of merely group practice experience on reading and writing 
English on enhancing one's revision ability and quality of 
writing. 
3.4.3 Posttest 
The posttest was carried out soon when the training period 
was over. It was similar in nature to the pretest. That is, all 
subjects were given the chance to w r i t e (see Appendix N) to 
revise. (The writing task set for the posttest was labelled 
'Writing Task 2 ' . ) The researcher observed, each of the subjects 
while he was writing and revising and recorded his revision 
pattern. The subjects were then interviewed by the researcher 
twice to describe their writing and revising strategies and to 
explain their revision m a r k s . 
3.5 Quality Rating 
All scripts of the twelve subjects in the pretest and the 
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posttest w e r e collected and evaluated by two objective and 
experienced raters, two experienced senior form English teachers 
who were b l i n d to the s t u d y , against the quality rating scales 
d e v i s e d by Bernhardt (1988) mentioned in the above to assess the 
students' performance in 8 specific areas (see Appendix G ) . An 
overall grade was also g i v e n by each rater to each essay. A 5-
point scale was used in the quality assessment form for each 
particular area in the present study (5=very good, 4=good, 
3=average, 2=bad, l=very bad) (see Appendix H ) . To eliminate 
possible cosmetic influences on the markers‘ judgment, computer 
；;print-outs of the two essays of each subject instead of the 
original scripts were given to the raters for grading. The 
identities of the writers of these scripts were kept unknown to 
the raters. 
T h e quality rating scales were used by Bernhardt (1988) 
himself for checking basic writers‘ improvement in writing with a 
4 - p o i n t scale in each particular area- and proved to be reliable 
in terms of the interrater agreement among three raters as 
reflected in their Spearman-Brown correlations, which ranged from 
.56 t o .82 across the nine areas. As the present study was 
qualitatively oriented, the sample size was not large enough to 
generate a reliability by the same m e a n s . Instead, the inter-
rater reliability of this study was expressed in terms of inter-
rater agreement measured across all specific areas for rating and 
the overall grade. It was found to be 0.71, which was reasonably 
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3•6 D a t a Analysis 
In b o t h the pretest and the posttest, the same procedure was 
employed to analyze the revision work done by the subjects and 
the q u a l i t y of their e s s a y s . To make comparisons with prior 
studies on revision p o s s i b l e , revision marks in all essays were 
converted to a ‘per 100 w o r d s ' basis. 
F i r s t , revision m a r k s recorded were categorized under three 
different stages with reference to the time at which they 
occurred: (a) Stage I ( ‘ in-process revision，），at the time when 
the subject was doing the writing; (b) Stage II (‘end-product 
revision，），� at the time when the subject, claiming that his 
writing task had been completed, did overall revision in the last 
phase of the writing session; (c) Stage III ('final revision')' 
at the time when the writing was returned to the subject for 
making any necessary changes the following day. Comparisons were 
made w i t h reference to the subjects‘ group identities and ability 
levels in the pretest and the posttest. 
N e x t , revision marks recorded -were classified with reference 
to the type of changes based on the classification scheme devised 
by F a i g l e y and Witte (1980) (see Figure 10). They were 
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categorized as 'surface changes‘ if they involved changes in the 
surface structure of the text only, and they were categorized as 
'text-based changes‘ if they involved changes in the ideas 
conveyed in the text. The revision marks were then compared with 
relation to their group identities and ability levels in the 
pretest and the posttest. In particular, the revision marks made 
at Stage III (i.e. ‘final revision'), which was supposed to be 
made with the greatest conscious effort towards revision, was 
broken down by type and examined. 
In order to make the categorization of revision marks by-
type reliable, the researcher and another trained researcher 
carried out the job separately using the tape-recordings of each 
subject‘s explanations about why such revisions were m a d e . The 
two researchers‘ categorization schemes of each essay were then 
compared； discussions were held over revision marks which led to 
disagreement in order that they could arrive at a consensus. The 
reliability in terms of inter-rater agreement was found to be 
0.85, which was sufficiently high. 
The validity of the revision marks (i.e. whether the revised 
versions were grammatically correct - ‘good‘ revisions — or 
grammatically incorrect - 'bad' revisions) was also examined to 
see if revision strategies had been properly executed. Such an 
analysis, which is of empirical significance, was rarely 




Another analysis w h i c h was scarce in other studies was one 
on the two classes of Stage I revisions (i.e. ’in-process 
revisions‘): ‘immediate‘ ones, which stand for revisions made at 
once when ideas were realized into words; ‘delayed‘ ones, which 
stand for revisions postponed in the writing process. Such an 
examination could help u s understand the competition between 
execution of revision strategies and translation of ideas in the 
writer‘s m i n d . 
In order to see if there was any difference in the subjects‘ 
regulation of revision strategies, their knowledge of the 
revision process and their regulation of revision strategies 
after the training p e r i o d , recordings obtained from the 
observations and their verbal protocols in the interviews both 
before and after the training period were analyzed and compared 
qualitatively. 
Finally, the quality ratings on the 8 scales and the overall 
grades awarded to the subjects‘ essays before and after the 
training period were compared to examine the effect of self-
regulation training on quality of w r i t i n g . Also, the quality of 
writing assessed by the two raters was placed side by side with 
the revision efforts made on the essays to see if there was any 




4•1 Results from Data Analysis and Quality Rating 
From the data analysis and quality rating, a considerable 
amount of quantitative data were g e n e r a t e d . Despite the fact 
that the data reported here are not able to claim any statistical 
significance owing to the small sample size, they contribute to 
depict some kind of pattern which may aid our understanding of 
the writing strategies and revision habits of the subjects 
involved in the study. 
The first issue is concerned w i t h the essay length. The 
subjects w e r e asked to write 400 words in the two writing tasks' 
but it was found that the length of their essays ranged from 249 
words to 677 words (see Table 8). In general, high ability 
subjects w r o t e longer essays than low ability subjects did. 
While the essays of all the subjects in Group 1 and Group 2 in 
performing the second writing task were longer than their essays 
in performing the first writing task, those of the four subjects 
in Group 2 in the second writing task were shorter than their 
pieces of work in the first writing task. The greatest magnitude 
of increase in essay length was found in three of the four 
subjects in Group 1: GlHl (from 469 to 672), G1H2 (from 533 to 
8 9 
Table 8 Essay Length of the Subjects in the Main Study 
T1 T2 
Subject (First Writing Task) (Second Writing Task) 
GlHl 469 672 “ 
G1H2 533 677 
G2H1 467 395 
G2H2 576 435 
G3H1 388 445 
G3H2 451 484 
GlLl 367 591 
G1L2 484 500 
G2L1 447 347 
G2L2 487 384 
G3L1 249 368 
G3L2 435 536 
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677), and GlLl (from 367 to 591). 
Among all essays, the total number of revisions ranged from 
8.42 per 100 words to 40.56 per 100 words (see Figure 13). 
Generally speaking, low ability subjects made more revisions 
(mean = 22.41) than high ability subjects (mean 二 12.70). 
Besides, there was no obvious difference between the number of 
revisions made in the first writing task and that made in the 
second writing task for most of the subjects. 
When focus was placed on the timing of revision, it was 
found that all subjects did far more Stage I revisions than Stage 
II and Stage III revisions (see Figures 14A and 14B). Besides, 
three subjects failed to make any Stage II revisions at all in 
the writing session. Though the subjects were given 15 minutes 
in the revision session for making any necessary changes they 
desired, the production of Stage III revisions was very limited 
indeed: the figure was smaller than 4 per 100 words in 87.5% of 
the cases. On the w h o l e , there was not any distinguishable 
pattern found among the three groups across the three stages. 
For the exact numbers of revisions (per 100 words) of the 
subjects at different stages, please see Appendix�〇•�
Concerning the type of revisions made, all the subjects made 
far more Type I revisions (ranging from 4.89 to 29.31 per 100 
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Figure 13 Total Numbers of Revisions (per 100 words) of all 
the Subjects in the Main Study in Writing Task 1 
and Writing Task 2 
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Figure 14A Numbers of Revisions (per 100 words) of the High 
Ability Subjects in the Main Study at Different 
Stages 
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Figure 14B Numbers of Revisions (per 100 words) of the Low 
Ability Subjects in the Main Study at Dif f e r e n t 
Stages 
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words) than Type II revisions (ranging from 1.03 to 10.03 per 100 
words) (see Figures 15A and 15B) . For the low ability subjects, 
the amount of revision m a r k s classified by type could be arranged 
in the following pattern: Type lA > Type IB > Type IIA > Type 
IIB. For t h e high ability subjects, the pattern seemed to vary. 
However, the amount of their Type IIA revisions was quite similar 
to the amount of their Type IB revisions. Actually, the 
difference between the total number of Type I revisions and that 
of Type II revisions for the high ability subjects was not as big 
as the difference found in the low ability subjects. On the 
whole, there appeared no significant change in the quantity of 
revision marks across the four different types between the first 
writing task and the second writing task. 
For the exact numbers of different types of revisions (per 
100 words) of the subjects, please see Appendix P. 
Attention was also focused on the Stage III revisions to see 
the subjects‘ revision pattern when their most conscious effort 
was called u p o n . In general, both the high ability subjects and 
the low ability subjects made more or less the same amount of 
revisions in Stage III: from 2 to 4 per 100 words for 75% of the 
cases (see Figures 16A and 16B) . While seven out of the eight 
subjects in Group 2 and Group 3 made no Type I IB revisions in the 
second writing task, all the four subjects in Group 1 were able 
to make some Type IIB revisions. 
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Figure 15A Numbers of Different Types of Revisions (per 100 
w o r d s ) of the High Ability Subjects in the Main 
Study throughout the Three Stages 
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Figure 15B N u m b e r s of Different Types of R e v i s i o n s (per 100 
w o r d s ) of the Low Ability Subjects in the Main 
Study throughout the Three Stages 
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Figure 16A Breakdown of the Stage III Revisions (per 100 
words) of the High A b i l i t y Subjects in the Main 
Study by Type 
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Figure 16B Breakdown of the Stage III Revisions (per 100 
words) of the Low Ability Subjects in the Main 
Study by Type 
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For the detailed breakdown of the Stage III revisions (per 
100 words) of the subjects by type, please see Appendix Q . 
Concerning the two classes of Stage I revisions, 'immediate' 
and 'delayed' , all the subjects made far more ‘ immediate ‘ 
revisions than ‘delayed‘ revisions in both writing tasks in 
general. However, it was noticed that two subjects in Group 1 
made a higher percentage of ‘delayed' revisions in the second 
writing task than in the first writing task: for GlHl, the figure 
increased from 26.83% to 46.60%; for G1L2, the figure increased 
from 12.50% to 41.98% (see Table 9). 
When we look at the proportion of ‘good‘ revisions made by 
the subjects, we can see that all the subjects made a very high 
percentage of ‘ good ‘ revisions: more than 80% for 70% of the 
cases (see Figures 17A and 17B). Besides, the high ability 
subjects tended to make a higher percentage of ‘good‘ revisions 
(86.26%) than the low ability subjects did (79.71%). 
For the exact percentages of good revisions of the subjects 
at different stages, please see Appendix R. 
It was found that the quality of writing reflected in the 
second writing task of all the subjects in Group 1 was at least 1 
grade higher than that shown in the first writing task: for GlHl, 




Table 9 Percentages of the Two C l a s s e s of Stage I Revisions 
_ of the Subjects in the M a i n Study 
* 
K e y : T 1 = Wr i t i ng T a s k 1 
T 2 = W r i t i n g T a s k 2 
High Abi l i ty Sub jec ts 
of Rev ~ C l a s s A Class A ~ C l a s s B Class B 
I m m e d i a t e Immed ia te D e l a y e d D e l a y e d 
Sub jec t ^ ^ T l T 2 T l T 2 
. G i m 81 ,03% 92 .05% 1 8 . 9 7 % 7 . 9 5 % 
G 1 H 2 73 .17% 53 .40% 2 6 . 8 3 % 4 6 . 6 0 % 
G 2 H 1 6 5 . 9 1 % 67 .31% 3 4 . 0 9 % 3 2 . 6 9 % 
G 2 H 2 80 .95% 76 .67% 1 9 . 0 5 % 2 3 . 3 3 % 
G 3 H 1 7 2 . 7 3 % 85 .71% 2 2 . 2 7 % 14 .29% 
G 3 H 2 53 .85% 57 .14% 4 6 . 1 5 % 4 2 . 8 6 % 
Low Abi l i ty Sub jec ts 
% o f R 叫 C l a s s A Class A C I 游 泛 B QlaSS B 
I m m e d i a t e Immed ia te D e l a y e d D e l a y e d 
Sub jec t T l T 2 T l T 2 
G1 L I 78.57% 82.89% 21.43% 17.11% 
G 1 L 2 8 7 . 5 0 % 58 .02% 1 2 . 5 0 % 4 1 . 9 8 % 
G 2 U 8 5 . 7 1 % 83 .82% 1 4 . 2 9 % 1 6 . 1 8 % 
G 2 L 2 96 .97% 96 .43% 3 , 0 3 % 3 . 5 7 % 
G3L1 69 .09% 71 .70% 3 0 . 9 1 % 2 8 . 3 0 % 
j G 3 L 2 3 9 . 1 3 % 80 .49% 6 0 . 8 7 % ^ 9 . 5 ^ % 




Figure 17A Percentages of Good Revisions of the High Ability 
Subjects in the Main Study at Different Stages 
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F i g u r e 17B Percentages of Good Revisions of the Low Ability 
S u b j e c t s in the Main Study at Different Stages 
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for G1L2, from 2 to 4 (see Figure 18). A bigger improvement was 
seen in Scales A, B, C and D for all these subjects (see Table 
1〇）.� In� contrast, the subjects in the other two groups were 
mostly awarded the same quality ratings in all scales and overall 
grades in both writing t a s k s . Besides, the quality of writing of 
the high ability subjects was in general higher than that of the 
low ability subjects. H o w e v e r , when attention was focused on the ko,) 
- fK j^，: 
two low ability subjects, it was found that they were able to 
write essays of quality as high as that of the high ability 
\ 
I ^  
subjects in the other two groups (see Table 10).� 。/!� / !�/ 
When the overall grades of the essays of the subjects were 
juxtaposed with the numbers of revisions shown, no consistent 
pattern could be generated between the two (see Table 11). 
Nevertheless, for those essays which were awarded an overall 
grade 4 or 5, the nuirJber of revisions made in the them was found 
to range from 14.26 to 20.23 per 100 words. This range was just 
somewhere in the middle of the whole range shown by all subjects: 
from 8.42 to 40.56 per 100 w o r d s . 
4.2 Results from Observation 
Quite a lot of valuable information on revision' as well as 
on the whole writing process, was gathered from the researcher's 
observation in the writing and revising sessions undergone by the 
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F i g u r e 18 A v e r a g e Overall Grades of 七he W r i t i n g of the 
Subjects in the Main Study .. 
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Table 10 Quality Rating of the Writing of the Subjects in 
the Main Study against all Eight Scales by Two 
Raters ‘ 
High Ability Subjects 
Scale A Scale B Scale C Scale D Scale E Scale F Scale G Scalc H Overall 
T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 TI T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 [ Ti T2 TI T2 
GlHl R1 ~ 2 ~ 4 2 4 2 4 2 ~ 4 3 “ 4 3 4 “ " " “ 3 4 “ • " “ 3 ~ ~ T 
_ 4 2 _ 3 2 _ 3 2_4 2 _ 4 3 _ 4 3 _ 4 3 _ 4 _ _ 3 _ 
G1H2 R1 " 4 5 4 ~ 4 4 5 4 " " “ 5 4 5 4 5 4 4 4 ^ 
_ 5 4 4 14 5 4 _ 5 4__4 4 _ 5 4 _ 4 4 _ 4 _ _ A _ ^ 
G2H1 R1 ~ 3 T 2 2 2 2 ~ 3 " " “ 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 T 
R 2 _ 3 _ 4 2 _ 3 2 _ 4 3 _ 4 2 _ 4 2 _ 4 2 _ 4 3 4 2_4_ 
G2H2 R 1 1 ~ 3 1 2 1 2 3 " " “ 2 3 “ " " “ 2 3 ~ 3 ~ ~ 3 ~ 3 3 r ~ 3 ” " " T 
_ 3 1 _ 2 1 _ 2 2 _ 2 2__2 2_3__2_3 2 _ _ 3 _ 
G3H1 R1 ~ 2 ~ 3 1 3 1 " " " " 3 2 3 ~ ~ 1 3 2 3 3 ~ 3 3 3 2 3 ~ 
R 2 _ 2 _ 2 2 _ 3 1 _ 2 2 _ 2 1 _ 2 2 _ 2 2 _ 3 2 _ 3 _ _ 2 _ ^ 
— G 3 H 2 R1 ~ 4 “ 4 3 2 " " " " 3 ~ 4 4 “ 4 3 4 3 “ 4 ~ 1 " " ” 4 3 T 4 4 
R 2 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 _ 3 3__3 3 _ 3 
^、：， iP、L. 卞.二: 
Low Ability Subjects 
Scale A Scale B Scale C Scale D Scaie E Scale F Scale G Scak H Overall 
subj^^t^ Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 
GlLl R1 1 “4““2"““32~ 4 2”42 ~ 3 " " " " 3“FH ~ T f l 3 " " " " 3”T 
_ 4 2 3 I 2 4 2 4 2 4 3 4 2 4 2 4 2_4_ 
G1L2 R1 1 " " " 4 i 3“ 1 "““ 4 i i T t l“ 3 12 3 2 3 | 2 ~ T 2 4 
^ J _ 4 1 _ 3 2 _ 4 2 3 I 1 3 2 3 2 3 2 _ 3 2_4_ 
G2L1 R1 T ^ l““3 2 " " " " 3““2 ~ " " " " 2 " "“ T H 3 2 ~ T f ^ 3 3 3 
： _ 3 2 _ 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 
G2L2 R1 " 1 r " 3 2 " “ 3 “ 2 丨 3 2 2 2 12 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 
R9, ^ 2 3 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 I 2 2 2 2 I 2 2 3 2 
G3L1 R1 "1 ” i i “ “ i i r 1 1 1 1 1 2 j 1 2 ! 1 2 1 1 
R2 1__1 1 _ 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 2 j�】 2 ! 1 _ U J _ L 
g S U R T 2 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 I 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
R2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 丨 2 2 I 2 2 , 2 2 , 2 2 
• 1 4 : 厂 
Key: Tl= Writing Task! Quality Rating Scales: 
T2= Writing Task 2 . 二 . 
Rater 1 A = Overall C r g a m z a t ion 
Rater2 B = Introduction & Conclusion 
C = Development of Ideas 
D = Paragraphing 
E = Cohesion 
F = S y n t a c t i c Fluency 
G = Diction 
H 二 Punctuation & Mechanics 
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Table 11 A M a t c h i n g b e t w e e n the Total Numbers of Revisions 
(per 100 w o r d s ) and the Overall Grades of the 
W r i t i n g of the S u b j e c t s in the Main Study 
Key: Tl=Writing Task 1 
T2=WiitmgTask2 
High Ability Subjects 
Tl ~ T2 
Subject NaofRcfV Grade* No. of Rev Grade* 
G lH l 1199 3 4 
一 G1H2 14.26 4 20.23 5 
「 、 广 G 2 H 1 1 3 . 0 6 2 . 5 16 . 45 3.5 、+—二：^ 
1 \ G2H2 9.72 2.5 11.50 3 
G3m 9.54 2 7.86 3 
G3H2 8.42 3.5 9.92 3.5 ( 
Low Ability Subjects 
T1 T2 
Subject NaofRev Grade* NaofRev Grade* 
G l L l 31.60 ~ Z 5 3184 ” ” 1 5 “ 3 
G1L2 18.60 2 19.40 4 ’ 
y G2L1 22.04 2.5 27.09 3 - 《 
_J ,0 (A G2L2 12.54 3 U.71 2 ：一 
— ‘ G3L1 40.56 1 19.02 1 
G3L2 17.01 2 14.55 2 , 
•Average grade of 2 raters: highest possible = 5 
、 lowest possible = 1 
\ 
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T o begin with, it appeared that all subjects, regardless of 
ability level, were able to show the three stages of writing 
advocated b y the researchers discussed in the literature review 
(e.g. Flower and Hayes, 1981): planning (or prewriting), 
translating (or writing), and reviewing (or rewriting). These 
three stages were found to be heavily interwoven when the 
subjects performed their writing tasks. 
It also appeared that all the subjects were able to use the 
plan they had devised properly for checking against the ideas 
they had put down on paper. For instance, most subjects tended 
to place their plans beside the essays they were writing and do 
some cross-checking. Their cross-checking was mainly of two 
types: checking to review the ideas which had just been realized, 
or checking to see how to progress. 
Next comes the time management p a t t e r n . All the subjects 
were found to spend less than ten minutes on formulating their 
plans, about fifty five minutes on writing the essays, and around 
five minutes on doing ‘end-product revision‘. However, it was 
seen that two of the subjects in Group 1, namely, GlHl and G1L2, 
failed to devote any time to doing end product revision when 
doing the second writing task. In contrast, only one subject in 
the other two groups showed the same problem. 
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The u t i l i z a t i o n of time in Stage III (i.e. the time for 
doing 'final revision') is also an issue worth looking a t . All 
the low ability subjects, as well as two high ability subjects 
(one in Group 2 and one in Group 3), were unwilling to utilize 
the fifteen minutes g i v e n for doing revision merely in the 
revision session when t h e y did the first writing task. However, 
when performing the second w r i t i n g task, the two low ability 
subjects in Group 1 attempted to utilize all the time given to 
make ,final revision，， w h e r e a s the other low ability subjects and 
the two high ability subjects in the other groups showed no 
behavioral change at all. 
Concerning the w r i t i n g process, the speed or the pace 
involved is w o r t h e x p l o r i n g . In general, the low ability 
subjects appeared to w r i t e m o r e ’smoothly', and the high ability 
subjects exhibited slower progress while w r i t i n g . In other 
w o r d s , the high ability subjects showed more traces of 'pauses*, 
during w h i c h they c o n t e m p l a t e d , checked their plans, or reviewed 
their w r i t i n g . However, some behavioral changes were seen in the 
two low ability subjects in Group 1. Compared with their 
performance in doing the first w r i t i n g task, they tended to 
exhibit more and longer ‘pauses‘ for contemplating and reviewing 
when doing the second w r i t i n g task. 
Reviewing is another issue worth our attention. Other than 
showing a high frequency in reviewing, the high ability subjects 
109 
• - • .. . _ ... • 
also attended to a larger 'scope，when reviewing; they did not 
just re-read short phrases and clauses, they also reviewed at the 
sentence level, the paragraph level, and even the discourse level 
while reviewing. Such a reviewing pattern was not found among 
the two low ability subjects in Group 1 when they were doing the 
first writing task, but it was found in one of them, i.e. G1L2, 
when performing the second writing task. 
Finally, it was observed, that some of the subjects, both 
high ability and low ability, sometimes revised for cosmetic 
purposes o n l y . However, this was not a serious problem except 
for one subject o n l y , n a m e l y , G2H1. 
4.3 Results from Retrospective Interviews 
The verbal protocols of the subjects in the retrospective 
interviews after the writing session and the revision session of 
both the first and the second writing tasks provided us with very 
important information concerning the subjects‘ knowledge of 
revision. Below is a description about the subjects' verbal 
reports on their general opinions of the two writing tasks, the 
writing strategies they employed when performing the two writing 
tasks, and the revising strategies they adopted for making any 
necessary changes at different stages to improve the quality of 
their w r i t i n g . Excerpts of the subjects' protocols can be found 
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in A p p e n d i x S . 
W e shall begin with the first writing task. 
On the whole, only four subjects (two in Group 1, one in 备 
Group 2, and one in Group 3) thought that the essay topic was a ^ j ：：： 
•� I�
bit d i f f i c u l t for them owing to a lack of ideas. All the other 夕、,、�
subjects stated that they found the topic quite handlable. : — 
As the researcher had observed, all the subjects reported 
that they went through the three stages of writing: planning, 
translating, and reviewing, when doing the writing task, though 
they exhibited some differences in the w a y that they interwove 
the three stages and allocated their time to each of them. 
Concerning the pauses they made during writing, the high ability 
subjects all admitted that they tended to work out a string of 
words - a phrase, a clause, or even a sentence - and revise it 
before they instantiated the idea emerging in their -mind on the 
p a p e r . In comparison, the low ability subjects all agreed that 
they were not quite able to construct a bigger unit which 
involved a large number of words when they expressed an idea on 
the p a p e r . They always liked to see the words written concretely 
on the paper so that they could judge whether there existed a 
mismatch or not. 
When asked what their biggest problem was in the writing 
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task, all the subjects said that it was related in some way to 
the p r e s e n t a t i o n of ideas: the formulation of ideas, the 
selection of ideas, the organisation of ideas, and the proper 
choice of w o r d s to instantiate the ideas. While all the high 
r ability subjects said that grammar did not pose a burden on them, 
all t h e low ability subjects reported that they were worried 
about the grammatical correctness of the language they used in 
w r i t i n g the e s s a y s . 
In o r d e r to make revision possible, the writers must take 
the initiative to re-read their essays. Though both the high 
ability subjects and the low ability subjects in the present 
study claimed that they attempted to re-read while writing, their 
patterns w e r e quite different. For the high ability subjects, 
they tended to re-read with a conscious effort; that is, they re-
read deliberately in their writing process at a ‘ fixed‘ length 
u n i t , be it a single sentence, a group of sentences, or a 
p a r a g r a p h . For the low ability subjects, half of them reported 
that they re-read, rather arbitrarily, the other half failed to 
re-read in practice, though they intended to do so, because they 
were afraid that they would not be able to cope with the 
development of ideas if they did. On the other hand, they also 
said that they seldom made use of the last five to ten minutes to 
revise because of either their poor management of time or their 
negative feelings towards their own writing. 
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W h e n asked if they had any revising strategies, the high 
a b i l i t y subjects showed one common point: they all assumed that 
their essays were free from mistakes concerning basic mechanics 
(e.g. s p e l l ing, tense, agreement, etc.) and so they tended to 
focus on revision on sentence construction and sentence variety. 
Some of them also claimed that they had attempted to refine their 
expression of ideas in their mind before instantiating them on 
the p a p e r - a kind of revision behaviour which was not examined 
in t h e present study. 
In c o n trast, the low ability subjects mostly reported that 
they had n o t thought of what strategies to use when they needed 
to r e v i s e . They maintained that they simply tried to remove any 
mistakes t h e y could spot in their own essays. 
A t t e n t i o n was also focused on the subjects‘s knowledge 
and/or manipulation of the four distinct components in Hayes, 
F l o w e r , S c h r i v e r , Stratman, and Carey's (1984) model of revision: 
task d e f i n ition, evaluation, problem representation and strategy 
selection, as reflected in their performance in the revision 
session. 
Concerning task definition, all the subjects, except G1H2 
and G 1 L 2 , maintained that their major goal of revision in Stage 
III, the period in which the most conscious effort was demanded, 
was to remove the grammar problems. For GlHl and G1L2, they said 
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that they aimed at improving the quality of the ideas and the 
organization of the ideas respectively. 
All the subjects claimed that they constantly evaluated the 
quality of their w r i t i n g , though they failed to point out 
specifically what aspect they focused their attention o n . Half 
of the subjects, a mixture of both the high ability ones and the 
low ability ones, said that they were able to say more exactly 
what they intended to say after revision. 
Concerning problem representation, all the subjects believed 
that they were able to detect some of the problems they had m a d e . 
The high ability subjects said that they were able to correct the 
‘low order‘ grammar problems (e.g. spelling, tense, agreement, 
etc.), but the low ability subjects ‘confessed' that they failed 
to remove the basic grammar problems because of their weak 
foundation in E n g l i s h . Problems might arise on two different 
levels: some of these subjects were unable to diagnose what 
*types‘ of grammar m i s t a k e s they had detected and thus failed to 
correct them; some others were actually unable to detect those 
grammar mistakes and thus failed to correct them. For the 
problems at the sentence level (e.g. dangling verbals, inversion, 
etc.), all the subjects reported their inability to detect and 
remedy them very o f t e n . 
Finally, for the selection of revision strategies, the low 
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ability subjects believed that they seldom ignored problems 
detected, w h e r e a s the high ability subjects reported that they 
tended to ignore problems which did not create any highly 
devastating effect on the quality of their w o r k . While most of 
the subjects said they seldom delayed revision, two low ability 
subjects, one of w h o m being GlLl, said they chose to delay 
revision on condition that revising hindered their development of 
ideas. The strategy of searching, which w a s closely related to 
re-reading, was found to be preferred by the high ability 
subjects: these subjects tended to re-read more actively and 
frequently at different points of t i m e . Concerning the 
strategies of rewriting and revising, all the subjects maintained 
that both strategies were adopted depending on the situation, for 
example, the availability of time, the linguistic context, and 
their own grammar k n o w l e d g e . 
The above information gathered from the verbal protocols of 
the subjects reflects quite a clear distinction between subjects 
of different ability levels in the first writing task, the task 
done before the training programme was implemented- We shall now 
turn to look at the situation in the second writing task, the 
task done after the subjects in Group 1 and Group 2 had undergone 
different types of training. 
In general, the topic for the second writing task was quite 
manageable in the eyes of all the subjects. A l s o , strategies in 
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w r i t i n g w h i c h w e r e similar to those adopted in the first writing 
task were reported to have been used by them. ‘ 
For the subjects in Group 2 'and Group 3, it was found that 
their verbal protocols on their knowledge of revision were quite 
similar qualitatively to those they made in the interviews done 
after the first writing task. However, for the four subjects in 
Group 1, 
some changes in their knowledge of revision were seen. 
Below is an attempt to depict what changes were exhibited in each 
of these subjects specifically. 
For G l H l , time management was still poor in the second 
writing t a s k . H e claimed that he knew that was a big problem to 
him but he just could, not counter the problem. Despite his 
knowing that both ‘global‘ problems (e.g. organization of ideas) 
and ‘local‘ problems (e.g. sentence construction) should be 
attended t o , he stated that he chose to focus on ‘ local ‘ problems 
for revision, m e r e l y because ‘global‘ problems would involve too 
much time and e f f o r t . 
Concerning task definition in Stage III, the revision 
session, GlHl reported that he had tried to improve his 
introduction and conclusion and the organization of ideas. 
Moreover, GlHl said that he had attempted to evaluate his essay 
against the eight scales shown on the quality assessment form 
w h i l e writing and revising. 
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There was not any significant change in GlHl's knowledge of 
revision concerning problem representation and strategy selection 
as reported by the subject, as he thought that these did not 
cause any hindrance in his process of revision. 
G1H2 reported that he decided to re-read when he finished 
one paragraph. He also recognized that he always failed to spare 
time for Stage II revision, so he decided to revise all the way 
through while w r i t i n g . When asked what goal he had in the 
revising session, he replied that he intended to check whether he 
had really attempted to say what he wanted to say and whether the 
ideas were organized in a logical way. Similar to GlHl, G1H2 
also made use of the quality rating scales introduced in the 
training problem for constant self-evaluation. 
G1H2 said that he had no problem in detecting, diagnosing, 
and remedying problems in the second writing task. Concerning 
selection of revision strategies, he said, that he consciously 
chose to delay revision on language items which were too 
difficult to h a n d l e . He even ignored some language problems if 
he could not come up with better alternatives, provided that 
those problems w e r e not likely to be serious ones. Basically, he 
chose to revise rather than to rewrite, as he thought that time 
did not allow him to rewrite the problem text. 
GlLl's practice of time management was not quite the same as 
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the t w o subjects mentioned in the above. He claimed that he 
intended to reserve the last 10 minutes in the writing session 
for revision and always stuck closely to such a 'rule'. He 
explained t h a t he needed such a period of time for revision as he 
could not revise constantly while writing in fear of the 
hindrance caused by revision on his development of ideas. To 
him, the last period of time was the best chance to remove his 
language p r o b l e m s . As he knew that he was weak in grammar and 
careless, h e tended to focus his attention on grammar problems 
while revising. When asked why he neglected the ideas at that 
stage, he said that enough attention had been paid to that aspect 
already w h e n he was writing. 
Concerning problem representation, GlLl claimed that he had 
confidence in diagnosing and remedying the grammar problems 
detected in the second writing task. However, he admitted that 
there might still exist grammar problems which he could not 
handle, as they involved knowledge which went beyond his ability. 
For the selection of revision strategies, he explained that he 
did not choose to ignore problems except for those involving 
usage that w a s too difficult for him to remedy. He also stated 
that he did not like to delay any revision; instead, he usually 
tried to deal with them immediately. Though he usually adopted 
the ‘ revise' strategy, he also admitted that he employed the 
.'rewrite' strategy a lot when the problems were really difficult 
for h i m . 
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G1L2's re-reading habit was m o r e similar to GlHl and G1H2 
than to G l L l . H e reported that he deliberately chose to re-read 
when he had run out of ideas. He also said that the removal of 
grammar mistakes had b e c o m e automatic to him in the second 
writing t a s k . In other words, for most of the problems he 
detected, he was able to define them and tackle them quite 
quickly. H e stated specifically that he was able to diagnose 
nearly 80% of the p r o b l e m s detected. For those 'ill-defined' 
problems, he said he w o u l d ignore them intentionally. He stated 
that he chose to revise rather than to rewrite in order to save 
time. 麗 
The subjects in Group 1 and Group 2 were also asked 
questions on the effectiveness of the training on their writing 
skills. All the subjects in Group 2 reported that they deemed 
the reading and w r i t i n g training useful in exposing them to a 
wide variety of social issues. They said, however, that the 
training w a s of n o t m u c h help to their language ability. 
On the other h a n d , the self-regulation training on revision 
appeared to benefit the four subjects in Group 1 in general. All 
the four subjects in Group 1 responded positively to the many 
facets of the training they received: direct instruction, 
procedural facilitation, self-evaluation, peer feedback, 
conferencing, and so o n . It was found that different subjects 
were able to gain benefit from different parts of the training. 
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GlHl said that the reminders given in the discussion of the 
essential components of revision concerning what should be and 
what should not be done in writing, the 'Ten commandments ‘ in 
'Edit for Grammar‘ , were the most useful to him (see Appendix K) • 
He also said that the provision of opportunities for him to write 
essays could help him practise time management, though he still 
failed to do a good job in it in the second writing task. He 
thought that the quality assessment form provided a good 
framework for him to evaluate his own work. 
G1H2 stated that among the four essential components of 
revision, the ideas under the topic 'Edit for Clarity', ‘Edit for 
Conciseness ‘ , and 'Edit for Style* were the most helpful to him 
(see Appendix K) . Like GlHl, he thought much of the quality 
assessment form as an aid for evaluating his own essays. G1H2 
G1H2 revealed a strong desire to grasp every chance to review and 
revise his work while writing in order to improve the quality of 
his w r i t i n g . He ascribed such a change in motivation to the 
concepts he had learned from the discussion of the various 
aspects of the revision procedure (see Figures 3, 4, 5 and 6). 
GlLl said that he had learned from the practice on writing 
and revising in the training the necessity of allocating time for 
doing 'end-product ‘ revision in the last stage of writing. He 
also maintained that he felt he had acquired the ability to 
remove those ‘low order‘ problems detected, and revise them. He 
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attributed such an ability to the chances for him to practise 
correcting faults on English usage in the training programme (see 
Appendix L) . He claimed that the opportunities for him to listen 
to feedback from his peers gave him a very positive effect. 
G1L2 reported that the training had equipped him with the 
ability to define problems which had been ‘ ill-defined‘ ones 
before and correct them. He explained that the chances for him 
to correct faults had given him much help (see Appendix L ) . 
Having acquired the basic grammar knowledge, he could then become 
more automatic in detecting ‘ low order ‘ language problems and 
correcting them properly. He found the information on ‘Edit for 
Grammar ‘ , the ‘Ten commandments‘ in particular, useful (see 
Appendix K ) , as it could remind him of what he should avoid doing 
or attend to w h i l e writing and revising. 
In short, the self-regulation training programme manifested 
its function among all the four subjects in Group 1 and they were 
all happy to see that they could remove more of their problems in 





The m a j o r goal of the present: study was to see whether or 
not the s e l f - r e g u l a t i o n training programme could positively 
affect Form 6 s t u d e n t s ' revision behaviour and their quality of 
writing, and how such an effect could be a c h i e v e d . In order to 
examine to w h a t e x t e n t our goal h a s been a t t a i n e d , we shall first 
discuss w h e t h e r the five hypotheses set in the study can be 
confirmed or not w i t h reference to the results reported in the 
previous c h a p t e r . W e shall discuss the qualitative changes in 
the four s u b j e c t s in Group 1 from a metacognitive point of view 
to see how t h e y c o u l d benefit from the training p r o g r a m m e . 
F i r s t , it w a s confirmed that the training of self-regulation 
as a m e t a c o g n i t i v e ability had a positive effect on the four 
subjects ‘ kn o w l e d g e of revision« It was evident "that what the 
four subjects in G r o u p 1 knew about revision w a s similar to what 
the subjects in the other t w o groups knew b e f o r e the training; 
however, t h e y could all explain explicitly how they viewed 
revision and the p r o c e d u r e s they went through w h e n revising after 
the training w h i l e the other subjects could n o t . 
Second, the study failed to confirm that there was a 
positive effect of the self-regulation training on the subjects‘ 
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revision efforts in terms of the amount of revisions made; 
h o w e v e r , as far as the subjects' initiative in doing revision was 
concerned, the effect of the training was proved to be positive. 
Third, it was proved that the two high ability subjects and 
the two low ability subjects all benefited from the training of 
self-regulation in terms of knowledge of revision and quality 
rating, but the nature of the benefit gained seemed to be 
different for different subjects. 
Fourth, it was confirmed that there was a positive effect of 
the training of self-regulation on the subjects ‘ quality of 
w r i t i n g , as it could be seen that the grades given by the two 
raters to the essays in the second writing task of all the four 
subjects in Group 1 were all higher when compared with those / 
V 
given to their essays in the first writing task. 
F i n a l l y , the hypothesis concerning a positive effect of the 
amount of revision work on the subjects ‘ quality of writing was 
rejected. In other words, we failed to prove that more revision 
work could lead to better writing. 
What qualitative changes could we find in the four subjects 
in Group 1 concerning their metacognitive knowledge then? In the 
interview after the writing session and another interview after 
the revision session in the second writing task, all the four 
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subjects in Group 1 were able to describe their revision 
processes with the help of the technical terms concerning 
revision they had been exposed to in the training programme to a 
very large extent. For instance, the two high ability subjects 
were able to refer to the eight scales for quality rating when 
they reported how they evaluated their own essays (see Appendix 
H) ； and the two low ability subjects were able to differentiate 
between 'ill-defined problems‘ and 'well-defined problems‘ when 
they explained their ability and inability in handling language 
problems (see Figure 6). Also, two of the subjects stressed 
quite strongly the influence of the 'Ten commandments‘ under the 
topic 'Edit for Grammar‘ on them while writing and revising (see 
Appendix K ) . In short, the subjects had developed ‘strategic 
competence‘, a term borrowed from Canale and Swain (1980), which 
is a kind of procedural or metacognitive knowledge, in using the 
English language through the self-regulation training. 
Knowing does not necessarily imply acting, as there is 
always a gap between competence and performance in all kinds of 
skill learning. However, the present study was quite successful 
in bringing about behavioral changes in the four subjects in 
Group 1 concerning their timing of doing revision and the types 
of revision they attended t o . 
Let us first look at their timing of doing revision. It was 





choosing their own suitable points of time for revising: G1H2 
chose to re-read in order to revise when he had finished writing 
one paragraph; GlLl consciously monitored his own writing process 
in order to reserve the last ten minutes for revision; and G1L2 
tended to re-read and revise when he ran out of ideas. The only 
problem lay with GlHl, who claimed to have recognized his own 
problem of poor time management but failed to execute proper 
control to counter the problem in the real writing situation. 
The above reflected the fact that the subjects had learned 
something about how to exercise control over the operation of 
revision concerning timing, and that they had consciously 
developed their own styles of manipulating such an operation. 
All in all, the timing of revision can be quite different in 
different writers, but the most important point is that they must 
monitor themselves to create a chance for re-reading and 
revising. 
The four subjects in Group 1 also showed a clear concept 
about the various types of revision work (i.e. surface changes vs 
text-based changes) (see Figure 10) and performed proper 
executions in handling t h e m . For the low ability subjects, they 
knew more about how to correct faults in English usage through 
the self-regulation training and were thus able to define those 
‘low order‘ language problems and correct them in the second 
writing task. They were then able to spare some time and 
attention for dealing with the 'high order' language problems 
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like sentence construction and v a r i e t y . As a result, they were 
able to w o r k like their high ability counterparts in doing the 
first writing t a s k . For the high ability subjects, what they had 
learned seemed to enable them to approach the level of the 
experienced w r i t e r s in the pilot study: having gained enough 
confidence in h a n d l i n g both the ‘ low order' and the 'high order ‘ 
language p r o b l e m s , they attempted to focus on the quality of 
ideas, including that of the introduction and the conclusion, and 
the organization of ideas. In other words, they tried to make 
conscious effort in dealing with ‘text-based changes‘ rather than 
‘surface changes‘ o n l y . 
In s h o r t , the self-regulation training was able to benefit 
subjects of both high ability level and low ability level. 
However, the nature of the influence was different in different 
subjects. 
One interesting point revealed in the study is that there 
seems to be a parallel between language ability and type of 
revision changes: low ability beginning writers attend to ‘low / 
/ 
order' language problems (e.g. spelling, tense, agreement, etc. y 
more; high ability beginning writers pay more attention to 'high 
order‘ language problems (e.g. sentence construction, sentence 
variety, etc.); and experienced writers, who are relatively free 
from both ‘ low order ‘ and 'high order' language problems, are 
more able to focus on the aspect of idea development. Of course, 
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this does not m e a n that the high ability beginning writers and 
the experienced writers do not need to handle language problems 
at a l l . T h e conscious effort of high ability beginning writers 
in dealing w i t h revision could be seen in their relatively longer 
pauses during w r i t i n g . When they contemplated the expression of 
ideas, it could be possible that they also tried to refine the 
patterns formulated for instantiating the ideas in their mind. 
As a result, the number of actual revisions made on the paper 
dropped. For the experienced writers, they might find handling 
the language problems in the process of formulating ideas 
relatively automatic in their mind in general, and thus they only 
needed to m o n i t o r themselves closely for improving the quality of 
ideas. 
The concept that revision may occur before pen meets paper 
mentioned above can also help explain w h y the self-regulation / 
training, w h i c h can have a positive effect on knowledge of 
revision and quality of revision in terms of the types of 
revision m a r k s m a d e , failed to influence revision efforts in a 
quantitative w a y . Having received training in self-regulation, 
some subjects, especially those who do not have a high language 
ability, m a y tend to re-read more frequently in order to remedy 
any mismatch between the intended text and the instantiated text; 
however, some subjects, those who are proficient in language use 
in particular, m a y choose to do more revision in their mind 
before instantiating the ideas on the paper. For the latter 
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group of subjects, the kind of revision they perform may really 
be difficult to observe and record unless other data collection 
methods, such as think-aloud protocols, are adopted. H e n c e , the 
amount of revision marks recorded on paper may be quite weak an 
indicator to show whether conscious efforts have been made or 
not. Instead, we may rely on the readiness or willingness of the 
subjects to revise to determine whether they have made conscious 
efforts to do revision or not. A lack of such readiness was 
found in all the four subjects before the self-regulation 
training. However, three of the subjects, namely, G1H2, GlLl and 
G1L2, reported increased willingness to revise after the 
training. 
Not o n l y is the amount of revisions ineffective in revealing 
real revision efforts, it is also unable to predict the quality 
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of writing. We could a subject who made as many as 40.56 p). 
revisions per 100 words scoring the lowest grade, 1. We could 
also see another subject who made 33.83 revisions per 100 words 
scoring quite a good grade, 3.5. Yet we can see that a certain 
amount of revision work is necessary for scoring a good grade in 
writing (from 14.26 to 20.23 per 100 words in the present study). 
In g e n e r a l , doing revision will by no means cause any harm 
to an essay normally as most of the revisions made are usually 
good revisions for subjects of either ability level. As far as 
performing revision is able to do something ‘good‘ to the essay' 
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this skill should be fostered and encouraged. 
How could the self-regulation training improve the subjects‘ 
quality of writing then? It is possible that the training, 
instead of m e r e l y provoking more revision behaviour, gained its 
success t h r o u g h instilling knowledge about revision as a kind of 
cognitive s k i l l , and fostering the regulation of the cognitive 
skill of r e v i s i o n . These two distinct areas are exactly the two 
major components of metacognition. 
In the first part of the training programme, both explicit 
and implicit knowledge of revision 一�its procedure, its basic 
components, language knowledge related to it, and so on - were 
presented to the subjects to enable them to perform the task of 
revision e f f e c t i v e l y . Besides, opportunities were provided for 
the subjects to practise and routinize the component subskills to 
make them become automatic and to organize and restructure the 
knowledge they had acquired. In the second part of the training 
programme, the focus was placed on the ability to use self-
regulatory mechanisms to ensure the successful completion of the 
revision t a s k , such as self-monitoring and self-evaluating. 
Taken together, the two main components in the training were able 
to foster metacognitive knowledge to improve the quality of 
writing. 
Lastly, the four subjects‘ improvement on the eight scales 
129 . 
of t h e assessment form is worth examining. For the two low 
a b i l i t y subjects, their ratings on the language areas, namely, 
cohesion, syntactic fluency, diction, and punctuation and 
mechanics, have improved by one grade on average; however, their 
ratings on the content areas, namely, overall organization, 
introduction and conclusion, development of ideas, and 
paragraphing, have improved by two grades on average. Thus, it 
can b e seen that some low ability beginning writers may have good 
ideas for w r i t i n g ; if they can free themselves from the hindrance 
c a u s e d by language problems, it will be possible for them to 
instantiate what they intend to say effectively. For the two 
high ability subjects, one showed a kind of improvement similar 
to ttiat of the two low ability subjects. H o w e v e r , the other high 
ability subject, G1H2, exhibited an equally good performance in 
the language areas, but an improvement of one grade in the 
content areas on average, which led them to the level of 
excellency. This can possibly be explained by the components of 
‘Edit: for Clarity‘ and other components alike incorporated in the 
training p r o g r a m m e , which were all reported by the subject as his 
favourite. It can therefore be observed that training can 
positively affect the subjects‘ quality of writing in different 
w a y s . 
To sum u p , it is clear that the study has attained its goal 
in showing that the self-regulation training on revision can 
foster the metacognitive knowledge of revision of the subjects, 
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who are beginning w r i t e r s . Moreover, a positive effect of the 
training on revision efforts in terms of motivation and quality 
has been c o n f i r m e d . Most significantly, all these have been 




CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
Writing is a very complex process in which numerous 
cognitive and metacognitive activities take'place, for instance, 
brainstorming, planning, outlining, organizing, drafting, 
revising, and so on. In the English classroom nowadays, quite a 
lot of emphasis is placed on engaging students in some of the 
above-mentioned activities. 
However, we can see that insufficient attention is paid to 
revision, w h i c h is a central and important part of writing, as it 
is able to enhance the quality of writing and facilitate the 
development of metacognitive knowledge. It is hard to believe 
that students can develop good revising abilities with the help 
of the verbal instructions from the teacher or the written 
instruction on the examination paper telling them that they 
should revise. The English teacher needs to think carefully 
about how he can intervene so that he can foster the revision 
ability of his students. 
Adopting an approach which is more qualitative than 
quantitative, the present study has confirmed the value of self-
regulation training on enhancing four Form 6 students‘ revision 
ability. This indeed poses a very valuable instructional 
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implication: with the aid of a training programme that employs 
direct instruction on the knowledge of revision, procedural 
facilitation, conferencing and self-evaluation, which are all 
important to the development of self-regulatory ability in doing 
revision. Form 6 students, regardless of English competence 
level, can learn to monitor their revision processes in order to 
improve the quality of their writing. Moreover, such training is 
also likely to facilitate the development of metacognitive 
knowledge of students at this level. 
The present study is, however, far from perfect. 
Modifications need to be made so that more valuable information 
concerning the metacognitive view of revision can be gathered. 
First, students of a wider range of ability levels can be 
included in order that the interaction between self-regulation 
training and English competence can be more closely examined. 
Next, m o r e heterogeneous types of writing task can be chosen 
so that we can see if students will behave differently - in terms 
of the timing of revision, the types of revision work done and 
revision efforts - when more (or less) cognitively demanding 
writing exercises are involved. 
There can be variations in the components of the training 
programme so that we can find out which kind(s) of intervention 
133 
is/are the m o s t effective in fostering revision ability. 
C o n c e r n i n g data analysis, we can incorporate some special 
kinds of data collection method in our study, for example, think 
aloud p r o t o c o l s , if we want to gather valuable data related to 
revision in the mind before ideas are instantiated onto the 
paper. This is especially helpful to our understanding of the 
revision h a b i t of more experienced writers. 
Finally, the scope of the study can be extended so that 
other important notions of the learning of cognitive and 
metacognitive skills, such as retention and transfer, can be 
studied. 
To sum u p , qualitative studies of this kind should be 
encouraged, as they can supplement what is missing in the 
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Appendix A Integrated Learning Strategies Curriculum (McCombs 
& Lockhart, 1983) 
Module Number of Module Number of 
Arei Number Content Hours Area Number Content Hours 
Introduuion 1. Esublishing Ruionale and 2 7. Sclf-corrcction 3 
？fl" Curricu， Recognizing need for 
a. Understanding the role of change 
kerning strategies in . b. Sclcction of appropriate 
self-dcvclopment and alternative strategy 
learning achievement 
b. Previewing curriculum 8, Self-Dctcrmination of 3 
and learning strategics Rewards 
areas and their effccts/ 二 Timing and scheduling of 
benefjts/utility rewards 
, , , J J. A J , b. Generating list of rewards-
2. Undersunding Approach and 2 e , • r - _ " . 7 c. Selecting appropriate 
Format of Curriculum 广广 ^ 
a. Knowing expectations for ^ ‘ 
students in curriculum _ . . „ . . , .� 1、 Cognitive 9. Attention-.. 4 
(student s role) ^ . 
L , - - a. Managing concentration 
b. Knowing general format . ‘ . , 
, u 1. monitoring moods 
and approach . . . ^ , rr 2, being your own coach 
Metacognitivc 3. Self-Asscjsment/Evaluation 3 (self-talk, images) 
a. Examining strategies and 3. scheduling breaks 
skills repertoire Setting specific study 
b. Listing pcrceived goals 
strengths and weaknesses time management 
2. self-contracts 
• -4. Setting Performance 3 3. self-rewards 
Standards/Criteria 
a. Gathering performance 10. Comprehension 
information about self, a. Identifying main ideas 
others, and task demands b. Outlining (hierarchical, 
b. Analyzing information networking) 
aboui above c Summarizing main points 
c. Picking realistic d. Recognizing text 
standards' structure 
d. Choosing or identifying e. Relating text to . 
measurement criteria experience 
which reflect • f. Developing self-testing 
achievement of standards questions 
5. Planning 3 11. Reasoning < 
L Breaking into steps Merenang (deduction, 
b. Identifying resources and induction) 
strategics for reaching b. Evaluating ideas 
goals (standards) c. Test-wisencss 
c. Establishing timeline Memory 4 
d. Anticipating problems ^ Building associations/ 
e. Generating alternative using prior knowledge \ “ 
strategies for handling ⑴ imagery \ 
problems . (2) elaborations 
6. Self-Monitoring/Evaluation 3 P) other neumonic 
a. Deciding when and how to strategics (c £., 
I cheek creating analogies, 
b. SeK-tcsung j:atcsorizing 
• , . , . . „ information) 
c. Analyzing/summarizing . , „ ..� ��
information about b. Recogn.zmg memory 
,丨： perform咖e Motivation 13. Taking Control 3 
a. Understanding the 
concept of personal 
responsibility 
b. Practicing general 
1 4 3 self-control strategies 
(e.^., self-talk, imagery, 
attribution) 
c. Dealing with 
procrastination 
Appendix A (Continued) 
Module Number of 
Area Number Content Hours 
14. Values/Knowing Yourself ,3 
a. Knowing yourself through 
your values and beliefs 
b. Identifying value conflicts 
15. Career Exploration 3 
a. Knowing career interests 
and skills 
b. Acquiring decision 
making skills 
c. Setting career goals 
d. Knowing how the Army 
career system works 
16. Goal Setting 3 
a. Understanding the 
- purpose of goals . 
b. Learning a systematic 
goal setting process 
c. Setting short- 2nd 
long-term goals 
17. Stress Management 3 
a. Understanding stress and 
sources of Jtress 
b. Practicing general "Do . 
Think, Say" strategies 
c. Managing performance 
(test) anxiety 
18. Effective Communication 3 
a. Knowing your 
communication style 
b. Effective listening 
c. Effective talking 
19. Problem Solving 
a. Understanding the role of 
problem solving skills “ 
in each learning strategy 
area 
b. Applying general problem 
； solving model in realis;ic 
I situations i 
Summary 20. Strategy Maintenance and 2 
Generalization 
a. Knowing your role in .、 
strategy maintenance and 
generalization (self-
management) 
b. Knowing how to uje 
other resources in 
strategy maintenance and 
generalization (e.g., 
instructors) 
c. Practicing mainienancc 
and generalization 
strategies 
Total Module: 20 Toul Hours: 60 
1 " “ ‘ 
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Appendix B Learning Strategies Taught in the Cognitive 
Academic Language 一 Learning Approach (CALLA) 
(O'Malley and Chamot, 1990) 
Mctacognitive strategies ‘ 
Advance organ i za t ion Previewing the ma in ideas and concepts o f 
the material to be learned, often by 
sk imming the text for the organ iz ing 
principle. 
Advance prepara t ion Rehearsing the language needed for an 
oral or written task. 
Organ i za t i ona l p l ann ing Planning tiie parts, seqiicncc, and ma i n 
ideas to be expressed orally or in 
writ ing. 
Selective at tent ion Attending to or scanning key words , 
phrases, linguistic markers, scntenccs, or 
types of in format ion . 
Scl f-monitor ing Checking one's comprehension dur ing 
listening or reading, or checking one's 
oral or written product ion whi le it is 
raking placc. 
Self-evaluation Judg ing how well one has accompl ished a 
learning task. 
Sel f-management Seeking or arranging the condi t ions that 
help one learn, such as finding 
opportunit ies for addi t ional language or 
conrcnt input and practice. 
Cognitive strategies 
Resourc ing Using refcrcnce materials such as 
dictionaries, encyclopedias, or 
textbooks. 
G r o u p i n g Classifying words, terminology, numbers , 
or conccpts according to their attributes. 
No t e raking Wr i t ing down key words and concepts in 
- abbreviated verbal, graphic, or 
numerical form. 
Summar i z i n g M a k i n g a mental or written s ummary of 
in format ion gained through l istening or 
reading. 
Deduc t i on App ly ing rules to understand or producc 
language or solve problems. 
Imagery Using visual images (either mental or 
ncruni) to understand and remember 
new in fonna i i on or to make a menta l 
representation of a problem. 
Aud i tory representation Playing in back of one's m ind the sound of 
a word , phrase, or fact in order to assist 
comprehension and rccall. 
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Appendix B (Continued) 
Elaborat ion Relat ing new infor innt ion to prior 
knowledge , relating different parts of 
new in fo rma t ion to cach other，or 
mak i ng meaningfu l pcrsonnl associations 
with the new inforn int ion . 
Transfer Using w h a t is already k n o w n abou t 
language to assist comprehens ion or 
p roduc t ion . 
InfcFencing Using i n f W m a d o n in the text to guess 
meanings of new items, prcdict 
outcomes, or complete missing parts. 
Social and affectivc strategies 
Quest ion ing for clarification El icit ing from a tcachcr or peer addi t iona l 
exp lana t ion , rcplirasing, examples, or 
verif ication. 
Coopera t ion W o r k i n g together with peers to solve a 
p rob lem , poo l i n format ion , chcck a 
learning task, or get feed back on oral or 
written performance. 
Self-talk Reduc ing anxiety by using menta l 
tcchniqucs that make one feel competent 
to do the learning task. 
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Appendix C The Writing Task Used in the Pilot Study and the 
Pretest (Writing Task 1) 
COMPOSITION WRITING (1 hour 15 minutes) 
Write about 400 words. 
Hong Kong has moved into the post-transition period and its 
sovereignty will soon be returned to China. As such a critical 
moment, a number of problems have emerged, which are a headache to 
many citizens. Describe some of these problems and discuss how 
they can be solved. 
You may u s e the space below for planning and/or drafting. 
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Appendix D Questions Asked in the Interview after the 
Completion of the Writing Task 
1. What was the biggest problem during the writing process just 
now? 
2. What were your writing strategies? 
3. What were your revision strategies? 
4. What types of problem did you attend to more closely when you 
tried to revise? 
5. Did you revise constantly while writing? Or did you delay 
your revision very often? 
6. Did you occasionally stop and re-read what you had written 
down? 
7. Did you evaluate how well you had performed? 
8. Do you think you could detect most of your problems? 
9. Were you able to mend the problems usually when they had been 
detected? 
10. Did you sometimes ignore the problems detected? 
11. Do you think you have removed all, or at least most, of the 
problems in your essay now? 
12. Do you think the topic was too difficult for you? 
13. Did you feel uneasy when being observed in the process of 
writing? 
14. Do you have any other comments on the writing task? 
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Appendix E Part of a Sample Essay with Revision Marks Analyzed 
.. with reference to Stages 
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Key: to: immediate Stage I Revision C D : Stage II Revision 
P O : Delayed Stage I Revision { }： Stage III Revision 
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Appendix F Questions Asked in the Interview after the Revision 
Session 
1. What major goals did you have while revising? 
2. Do you think your work is better now? 
3. Do you think your work can say more exactly what you intend 
to say now? 
4. Do you think you could detect most of your problems? 
5. Could you diagnose the problems you had detected? 
6. Could you mend the problems detected usually? 
7. How did you revise? Or did you just merely rewrite? 
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Appendix G The Q u a l i t y Rating Scales (Bernhardt, 1986) 
1. Manuscript appearance: legibility, overall appearance, 
m a r g i n s , indentation 
2 . Overall organizational evidence of discourse-level planning, 
control and structuring w i t h appropriate signals within the 
text 
3. Introduction and conclusion: presence, quality and 
relatedness of o p e n i n g and closing 
4 . Development of ideas: quality, complexity, originality, and 
depth of content 
5. Paragraphing: a p p r o p r i a t e divisions, generalization/support 
patterning, adequate development 
6. Cohesion: effective movement from sentence to sentence; 
smooth linkage through transitional elements, reference, or 
patterning of information 
7. Syntactic fluency: control over syntax, fluency within 
individual sentences, general well-formedness of sentences 
8. Diction: effective, appropriate, varied word choice 
9 Punctuation and mechanics: control over conventions of 
• standard English graphic features, freedom from low level 
errors 
1 51 •b. 
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Appendix K Quality Assessment Form Adapted from Bernhardt‘s 
Quality Rating Scales 
NAME OF MARKER: CODE OF WRITER: ^ ^ 
QUALITY ASSESSMENT FORM ^ 
Rank the essay against the 8 rating scales using a 5-point scale, 
very very 
bad bad average good good 
i I 1 I I I 1 1 I I 
1 2 3 4 5 
~ ~ — 二 — = = 
RATING 
二二==二===二====二二二=二======二：二=二二=二=二===二=二二=二二二二二：二二二二二=二：二二二二= 
(A) OVERALL ORGANIZATION: 
e v i d e n c e of discourse-level planning, control 
and structuring with appropriate signals within 
the text 
(B) INTRODUCTION & CONCLUSION: 
p r e s e n c e , quality and relatedness of opening and 
closing 
(C) DEVELOPMENT OF IDEAS： 
quality, complexity, originality, and depth of j 
content 
(D) PARAGRAPHING： 
appropriate divisions, generalization/support 
p a t t e r n , adequate development 
(E) COHESION: 
effective movement from sentence to sentence; 
smooth linkage through transitional elements, 
reference, or patterning of information 
(F) SYNTACTIC FLUENCY: 
control over syntax, fluency within individual 
sentences, general well-formedness of sentences 
(G) DICTION: 
effective, appropriate, varied word choice 
！ 
(H) PUNCTUATION & MECHANICS： | 
control over conventions of standard English 1 
graphic features, freedom from low level errors j 
— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 一 — I I ！ 
OVERALL GRADE 
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Appendix I Examples of Verbal Protocols in the Interview 
In the First Interview after the Completion of the Writing Task: 
4, What types of problem did you attend to more closely when you 
tried to revise? 
The Second Competent Writer: 
j Presentation of ideas mainly. j 
[ I tried to make sure I had written down what I I 
1 intended to say. ！ 
The High Ability Student: 
i Grammar, like agreement. And also ideas. ！ 
I� I checked my points while I was looking for 1 
j grammatical errors. ！ 
The Low Ability Student: 
i Language mistakes in my work. 1 
} But sometimes I just did not know how to correct them, i 
6. Did you occasionally stop and re-read what you had written 
down? 
The First Competent Writer: 
I I constantly paused and re-read the parts written 1 
i to see if they looked like what I wanted to express. I 
The High Ability Student: 
I I did not re-read consciously. | 
I But I had to stop and think how I. could continue to 1 
I develop my point. | 
The Low Ability Student: 
j Not always• | 
I Sometimes I stopped and checked tense and spelling. . 
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Appendix J A Comparison between the Performance of the School 
, Involved in the Study in English Language (Syllabus 
B) in the 1991 Hong Kong Certificate of Education 
Examination (the HKCEE) with the Overall 
Performance in Hong Kong 
GRADE HONG KONG THE SCHOOL 
A 1.37% 0.00% 
B 1.92% 0.76% 
C 4.77% 3.41% 
D 23.32% 16.28% 
E 27.18% 37.50% 
F 24.11% 33.72% 
U* 17.33% 8.33% 
* U = Unclassified 
N.B. Passing Grade = E 
‘ 154 _ 
Appendix K Essential Components of Revision (Booher, 1990, pp 
48-112) 
Topics for editing: 
1. Edit for Grammar 
- Major elements of the sentence 
- Secondary elements of the sentence 
一 Ten commandments 
2. Edit for Clarity 
- Measure readability 
一� Position� to indicate emphasis 
- Link to show proper relationships 
- Use clear transitions 
- Use clear references 
一 Place modifiers correctly 
一 Prefer concrete words and phrases 
- Use a consistent viewpoint 
3. Edit for Conciseness 
- Prefer active-passive verbs 
- Dig buried verbs out of noun phrases 
一 Avoid adjective and adverb clutter 
- Cut circumlocutions 
4. Edit for Style 
一 Vary sentence pattern and length 
一 Revise weak verbs 
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Appendix L Correcting Faults in Usage (Frank, 1990, pp 319-
354) 
Correcting Faults in Usage: 
1. Correcting sentence faults 
2. Improving sentences 
3. Subject-verb agreement 
4. Verbs: auxiliaries 
5. Verb tenses 
6. Verbals 
7. Word Order 






Appendix M Revision Guidelines 
Revise your writing with the help of the following guidelines: 
I. Local Problems 
1. Check that the words are spelt correctly. 
2. Check for correct use of articles and prepositions. 
3. Check that appropriate plural markers have been used. 
4. Check that correct verb form have been used. 
5. Check that all verbs agree with their subjects. 
6. Check that punctuation marks have been used properly. 
7. Check that each sentence is a complete sentence. 
11. Global Problems 
1. Check that you have written an introduction and a conclusion. 
2. Check that you have divided your work into several 
paragraphs, with one main idea in each of them. 
3. Check that you have a topic sentence in each paragraph, 
supported b y examples and/or illustrations. 
4. Check that there are good, linkages and smooth transitions in 
ideas from one sentence to another sentence and from one 
paragraph to another paragraph. 
5. Check that the various paragraphs are put in a good order. 
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Appendix N The Writing Task Used in the Posttest (Writing Task 
2) 
COMPOSITION WRITING (1 hour 15 minutes) 
Write about 400 w o r d s . 
The number of child suicide cases in Hong Kong has been on the 
increase in recent years. Discuss the major causes of the problem 
and the possible ways to tackle it. 
You m a y u s e the space below for planning and/or drafting. 
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Appendix 0 Numbers of Revisions (per 100 words) of the 
Subjects in the Main Study at Different Stages 
High Ability Subjects 
, Key: T l = VVriUng Task 1 
T2 = Wrir ing Task 2 
如 Stage I Stage II Subtotal Stage III Grand ToUl 
, 丄 T l Tl -n 72 Tl 72 Ti T2 Tl T2 
Gim 1I37 UTo L07 OOO 1144 iTTo Z56 Hi lloo 15^ 8 
G1II2 7.69 15.21 4.88 2.07 12.57 17.28 1.69 2.95 14.26 20.23 
G2II1 9.42 13.16 0.6^ 0.76 10.06 13.92 3.00 2:53 13.06 16.45 
G2II2 7.29 6.90 1.56 2.30 8.85 9.20 0.87 2.30 9.72 11.50 
G3II1 5.67 6.07 1.03 0.45 6.70 6.52 2.84 1.35 9.54 7.S7 
03112 2.88 A.3A 3.99 2.27 6.87 6.61 1.55 3.31 8.42 9.92 
• ^ ― i — A — — — — 1 — — i — — » — — — — — — — — — — ^ ― — — I — — — — — — — J L — — — — — — — J ^ — — — — 
Low Ability Subjects 
Key: T l - Writing Task 1 
T2 » Wrifing Task 2 
… St^gcl SUge II Subtotal SUge III Grand ToUl 
躺…\ l i E li H U T2 J ] T2 Tl T2 
C l U • 39.07 25.12 5.45 4.40 ~ 2 0 2 7；^ J H o ^ ~ 
G l I ^ 9-92 16.20 4.96 0.00 14.88 16.20 3.72 3.20 18.60 19.40 
G2L1 15.66 】9.60 6.04 5.19 21.70 24.79 1.34 2.31 23.04 27.10 
G 2 U 6.57 6.77 3.08 2.86 9.65 9.63 2.87 2.08 12.52 11.71 
G3L1 22.09 14.40 7.23 0.00 29.32 14.40 11.24 4.62 40.56 19 02 
r.3U 丨0.37 7.65 4.14 ”0 ]/|.71 11.75 2.30 2.80 -丨7.01 M.55 
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Appendix P N u m b e r s of Different Types of Revisions (per 100 
w o r d s ) of the Subjects in the Main Study throughout 
the Three Stages 
High Ability Subiccts 
^ T1 - Wfliino Task 1 ； 
T2 - Wflrloa Taafc ； i 
T 丨� T^� ” 丁丨 T2 T, -n -n T 
Gini —Til TTa IliJ njS ^—— ^ 2 II IL_ 
G1K1 4.2a 7.34 5U J 12 9« , « ,� 】." °•“ * " l?.6« 
cmi 3.S2 4U 1.U 417 ！’� •“� ⑶ 0.86 O.M i79 Z.2I 1Z.21 li.44 
C3HI 3.09 ；� “� 1� .� • •； "； 0.17 0.00 3.47 2.30 10." 
GMn 2 “ . • " I •；� •� •� • 0.77 0.22 ..U 1.34 5.01 7.16 ：-‘� — 丨 OJ 0 (7 0.00 2.00 I.OJ M3 9 71 
— • . - — -  . - ~ - 1 . I 八" 
LOAV Ability Subiccb 
TI - Writirvg Task. 1 
T2 - Wflrhfl 
if I I I I 
认 ® S«H參l«l HA HE SBkl»t«I Grmai TttaJ 
一 \ I ! B I] 22 I] B u T2 T1 T7 T1 77 Tl T： 
GIU 13.26 17.60 S.72 7.71 23.5® 2J.3S JH Til Kti JT? T^S wilJ Tzjiz~ 
G 比2 5.09 7.00 OJ 3.60 13.M 12.60 2.69 J.20 US 1.00 4.34 «.20 17.91 II.KO 
G 孔 》 9.2Z 1.50 10.S6 17.00 19.«« 3.10 6.92 O . O O.OO 4.23 6.92 21.23 2(5.10 
G 以 «•】《 t o o 2_<6 3 .1] 1.62 9.13 2.08 1.23 0.00 2.17 Z.0» 11.4? 11.21 
20.« 10.60 M3 J.7I 29.31 16.31 ？.21 1.36 0.«0 0.34 lO.OJ 1.90 39.3< ig.zi 
3.7J 13.K0 11.73 2.3J I.*? 0.39 OJJ ^ ^ M.37 
160 
Appendix Q Breakdown of the Stage III Revisions (per 100 
w o r d s ) of the Subjects in the Main Study by Type 
High Ability Sub}cds 
Key: TI-Writing Task 1 
T2=WritingTa5k2 
lA IB IIA IIB Grand Total 
^ ^ T1 T2 T^  T2 T\ T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 
GlH l 128 089 ^ oB o!^ 021 o3o l^l 238 
G1II2 0.00 0.89 0.75 0.89 0.75 0.89 0.19 0.30 1.69 2.97 
G2II1 0.21 0.76 1.71 0.76 CM3 1.01 0.64 0.00 2.99 2.53 
G2II2 0.17 0.23 0.00 1.15 0J)2 0.92 0.17 0.00 0.86 2.30 
G3II1 1.29 0/.5 0.52 0.45 1.03 0.22 0.00 0.22 2.84 1.34 
r,3H2 Q.AA ^ I J j 1.65 0.00 0.62 0.00 O.OO 丨 3.30 
Low Ability Subjects 
Key: Tl-Wriling Task 1 
T2=Wriling Task 2 
lA IB IIA IIB Grand Total 
sabject^ ^ 丁�1 T2 T1 72 T] T2 T} Tl Jl T2 
Gl l i l 154 1.63 0.51 1.63 0.68 0.27 0.34 7.07 3.73 
G1II2 0.62 0.00 _ 1.03 O.SO 0.62 I.OO IA5 0.40 3.72 2.20 
G2II1 0.45 0.58 0.22 0.86 0.67 0.86 0.00 0.00 1.34 2.30 
G2II2 2.26 0.78 0.00 1.30 0.00 0.00 (Ml 0.00 2.67 2.08 
G3H1 6.43 3.53 1.61 0.82 2.81 0.27 0.00 0.00 10.85 小 62 
C3fI2 0.46 1.87 1.15 . 0.93 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.30 2.80 
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Appendix R Percentages of Good Revisions of the Subjects in 
the Main Study at Different Stages 
key: T1 •= Writing Task 1 
T2 « Wriring Task 2 
n.a.° not applicable 
V >C。r 叫 S U ^ I StagmJI SabiDUl SU^a HI Grand Total 
S u ^ T1 U T2 T1 'n T] T2 T1 12 
GlHl 89!66% SOOW IT S O ^ 89.77% 91.67% 81.25% 89.33% 88.46% 
G i m $5.12% 91.26% 88.46% 92.86H 92.54% 91.45% 83.89% 85.00% 92.11V. 90.51% 
G l H l 90.9 92.31S 33.33% 飞 00.00% • 87.23% 92.73% 85.71% 80.00% 86.89% 90.77V. 
G lH l 92.86% BO.OOy. 66. 90.00% 88,24% 8之50% 60,00% 70.00% 85.71% 80.00% 
； G31Q 100 OOy. 92.86n 75.00% 100.00^» 96.15% 93.33% 54.55% 50.00% 83.78^； 86.11% 
‘I G3H2 lOO.OOy. 76.19y« 72.22% 90.91V. 83.87% 81.25% 71.43V« 93.75% 81.58S 
JX)W Ability Subiccts 
key. T1-Writing Task 1 
T2-Wriring Task 2 
n.a." not appBcabte 
f V y.or^l s u i n S u i T S S d ^ S U f . i n Onrnd lp t j ~ 
彻 T1 17 . T1 T2 T1 T2 T2 T1 T 7 _ 
- l o i n 9 Z 8 ^ ” W i T S i j m ~ ~ 7 0 8 ^ 88.89% 83.1 二 78.9^. 
G I U 83.33% 91.36% 87.50% 85.42% 91.30% 89.72% 二 85.4^. 
G l L l 78.57% 79.41% 88.89% 72.22% 83.73% 75.82% 81.44% 7 7 W . l l ' l ^ 
G2U 81.25% 82.31% 33.33% 63.6^7。 57.2?% 72.98% 65.96% 83.78% 72.9 m 
C 3 U 79 55% 84 91% 66 67% a i . 73.11% 8^.91% 72.60% 84.91% 73.11% M.nV, 
C3U 82:= S02Ay. 83：33>； 81.82^； S2.97V。B6.03y. 82.81% 87.30% 82.97^  86.03% 
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Appendix S Excerpts of the Retrospective Protocols of the 
- Subjects in the Main Study 
Writing Task 1 
Question : What were your revision strategies? 
GlHl : I I w a s confident that I did not make a lot of ！ 
I� basic grammar mistakes, and. so I only focued j 
] on sentence construction. ! 
G2L2 : I I just read over my essay and tried to remove ！ 
I� all the grammar problems. 丨  
* * * * 
Question : W e r e you able to mend the problems usually when 
they had been detected? 
G1H2 : I I think so, if those problems were basic 1 
I grammar problems. However, I do find it 1 
I difficult if the problem involves sentence ! 
I structure. | 
GlLl : j Sometimes I did not know how to correct my 1 
I own problems, because my English foundation is I 
I not g o o d . Sometimes I even failed to tell if j 
I the sentences I had written were correct or | 
！� not .� \�
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Appendix S (Continued) 
Writing Task 2 
Question : Did you occasionally stop and re-read what you had 
^ written down? 
G1H2 : j I re-read when I finished one paragraph, as I ！ 
I know ‘that 工 usually fail to reserve the last 10 j 
{ minutes for revision. 1 
GlLl : ] I did not re-read while writing, since this I 
{ might hinder m y development of ideas. I ！ 
{ usually reserve the last 10 minutes to check ！ 
I my grammar mistakes. ！ 
* * * * 
Question : Were you able to mend the problems usually when 
they had been detected? 
/ 
GlHl : Y e s , no p r o b l e m . If I was able to detect a I 
j problem, I could remove it usually. i 
G1L2 : I I think I was able to deal with 80% of the ！ 
I problems I had found. For those I could not ！ 
{ handle, I would simply rewrite them. I did 丨  
{ not want to spend too much time on them. I 
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